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Preface

The purpose of this study was to examine the main US-

USSR nuclear arms negotiations that have been completed in

the last twenty years, with an emphasis on the Intermediate

Range Nuclear Forcto (INF) Treaty. Significant differences

between the INF Treaty and the two SALT treaties are also

detailed. The thesis looks at Soviet and US objectives for

the INF negotiations and whether they changed. Finally, it

analyzes what tioe two countries got out of the treaty.

The terms of the INF are a radical departure from

previous treaties, and the prospect of more agreements in

the future appears likely. The arms control world is an

ever changing one, and one that should be watched closely in

the future.

I would sincerely thank my faculty advisor, Dr. Craig

Brandt. His patience and ability to ask the right questions

and keep me moving in the right direction made my job a lot

easier.

I would also like to thank my wife Jill for her

unwavering support and encouragement during my days and

nights in front of the computer.

Donald E. Wussler, Jr.
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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to perform a detailed

analysis of the Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF)

negotiations and treaty and compare them with the two

Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (SALT) negotiations mnd

treaties. The study had the following basic objectives.

(I) Describe t .-LTm and iNF negotiation processes arid the

contents of the SALT I and II and INF treaties. (2) Analyze

US and Soviet goals pursued and strategies used during the

INF negotiations. (3) Determine which goals were or were

not attained by both sides, and ascertain reasons for this.

(4) Delineate arms control progress since INF Treaty

ratification and current prospects for agreements.

The study found that while the two SALT treaties did

impose ceilings on the US and Soviet Union in certain areas

of strategic offensive weapons, they by no means curtailed

the strategic arms race between the two superpowers. Treaty

verification methods, while adequate, were criticized by

many in the US as being Loo lax.

The INF Treaty, however, will eliminate by 1991 all

medium range missiles in both countries' inventories, a

total of over 2600 missiles. The two countries are

forbidden from ever redeploying these type missiles. In

v



addition, this treaty for the first time allows frJr on-site

inspections of missile launch bases, construction and

6torage facilities to ensure compliance by both sides.

The US achieved the major goal of ridding Europe of the

Soviet SS-20 missile, an accurate, three warhead missile.

Only by deploying missiles of its own was the US able to

make the USSR realize the seriousness of US resolve to

eliminate the SS-20. The US also had the unwave ing supp, t-

of the NATO alliance in achieving this goal. 'However, w:r.

INF gone, the European conventional forces imbalance ioms

even larger, and the West is fighting to obtain asyrmetric

conventional forces cuts.

The Soviets achieved their goal of ridding Europe of US

Pershing II and Ground Launched Cr,,.se Missiles (GLCM,.

However, it paid the price of destroying all its medium

range missiles, something they never planned on when they

first began opposition to the NATO plan to deploy their own

missiles. General Secretary Gorbachev was willing to make

this sacrifice to promote peace with the West. His current

priority is internal reform, and to achieve this, ne neeus

to be able to divert resources from defense. He r.eeds good

relations with the West to do this.

Other areas of arms control are in transition today.

Further study of arms control could focus on strategic arms

talks (START), short range nuclear forces (SNF) talks or

conventional forces negotiations.
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Ti-IS INTERMEDIATE RAN4GE NUCLEAR FORC'E'S INF

NEGOTIATIONS AND TREATY:

AN HISTORICAL CASE STUDY

1.Intru--duct i~n

~eneaIi ssue

Ur ted 'Sta .eE ilUS; PresIient Pc~IP~~

AOV'et I~i~i~tRepublic e~~ Anr,, t>i- tI .i

3O-bacriev signed th're I rt1-ermed iate I I ige 9iu 1:, 1~

Treaty in December 1937. In thne spr iig z 3

Senate ratified the treaty. Within three years _r neri

signing date. the United States and the Soviet iJniu will'

destroy all their missiles, nuclear anid ncn-nucIi .l wit!

ranges of 500 to 1500 kio eS ('24: 720)

In the entire history of arms contrA gr..l ~ r

b--tween the United States and the So viet Union. the !NF

Treaty is the first instance in which weapons williuai

be destroyed. In fact, the destruction has alreadly bejcii i:.

both countries. The US and the USSR have embarked un thei

new road towards reducinq arms, cis opposed to just limitii:ig

t hem.

In addition, the INE Treaty is the first tr-eaty that

allows for oni-site verification by the two par-ties.

Previously, each side used National Technical Means iNTM),



The INF Tr-eaty negotiations wer-e nothing simple to

conduct or- conDrc i de; the proc:ess li sted ovrsix ytC.-i s.

Htwee the -tte,,aty has~jvd- t-he .~ wit e z:;r:

arscnrlstr-ategy r-emains othe o r- e : p~ 'n co is

sec .1 y aid~ the sec'ur t1 ' of the: '.lji IeWr IA

As lon rg as t he 'U S dand US SR r emaldInr t he two, mainr-

super power s i n the wo r I d, there w i. I be a need fok the

1 ~ torl-eg-t ilate Witfh ca'tthel Abt, nu

armamolrenits to- hie I P enFSot e pe:Ic-e between- th em.~ Thi-spr.

hI been happeinrg off .3nrd o.n f,-m the pa-st fr t.;e r

Pr a-CTI i'-a 1 i y since the US, dro'-ppe-d the- flist aoi ~w

H Ir ,.:;h i r"I d :( Na galSolki- . Th is negot-iiation pi-,,cess is e~

znra ng ing; whiether- becau-se ot changing le,.ader ship, nezw

sys/tems de-velojpment o)r (levelupments around the wor 1 d.



'ig t I all "(Ions 'ard tL,; be- a-w'AI e r V ne 7v~ rg :J~:1 I i ir

Dne way to do this is tu examine previo-usly) corrpletedl

negotiations. By studying and learning from past rm

ne-gotiations and treaties, it may be possible t

1 essoDns as a baselIine for ure rorsinas

betwe-en the US and UjSS-R.

< !11I I~5J rifliai I ~ ' c"Ii-

L ooks at two DfCviu 10195 I eari a rr - em 1 s.

Strategic Arms Limitations Talks (S ALTJ i Tr e aty a n- d

SALT II Treaty, in Order to ascertain why the INF

negoti1at ions and Trea ty We re a-nd are so) d iff rri

control activities Of the past. The thesis also c Y,

events that have occurred in the nuclear arms cont.-c -i

since the INF Treaty was signed and ratified. UsinQ a

gathered evidence, it then tries to deduce Where the-

contrlz., process will move in the futuref.

In order to address these issues, the followin~q

questions are answered:

1) What was the process through Which th ZAi

11 aid IN?' treaties were reacd--hed?, How were they ( di i.,

z) 'What is the content of the SALT I., SALT I I arid i

Treaties? HOW are they different?



3) What were US and Soviet goals uron entering the INF

talks?

4) What strategies did the US and Soviets employ during

the negotiations?

5) Did any goals or strategies change during the

negotiations? If so, why?

6) Did the US and the USSR attain their goals with the

final INF Treaty? If so, why? if not, why not?

7) What nuclear arms control activities have :ccurred

since the INF Treaty signature and ratification?

8) What arms control negotiations are ongoing, and wha:

might be their likely results?

Justification of Research

This study was undertaken to depict the process through

which the superpowers were able to take a real first step

towards meaningful diminishing of the worldwide niuclear

threat. Many detailed books and reports have been written

on past negotiations and treaties, but due to the relative

recency of INF-related events, this has not occurred for the

INF negotiations and treaty. By studying the specific

details of past activities and agreements, one can learn

what types of arms control has occured, what types seem

possible today, and what strategies should or should not be

used to secure new agreements that could significantly

reduce the chances of nuclear war between the superpowers.

4



Soope of Research

This thesis attacks the topic primarily in a

chronological analysis. First, it reviews the SALT I and

SALT II negotiations and treaty contents. Next, the INF

process and treaty are investigated in detail. Once the

negotiations' summaries are complete, analysis of the three

treaties begin. Comparisons and contrasts between the

contents are made. The thesis addresses US and Soviet goals

pertaining to the treaties, and the degree of goal

obtainment is assessed. Finally, the pc=t-INF Trea,-y events

are detailed and analyzed, with a look towards the future ,,

arms control.

This thesis addresses nuclear arms control. The

ongoing talks and frequent proposals dealing with possible

and actual conventional forces reductions are not addressed.

Other treaties in existence, such as the Non-Proliferation

Treaty, the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, and others, while

mentioned, are not scrutinized in this thesis. Also, this

paper does not give a detailed account of the START talks

except during the periods in which START and INF were

linked. The thrust is towards completed treaties.

Limitations of Research

The primary limitation on this thesis is the lack of

data which show firsthand the true Soviet views and goals

regarding nuclear arms control. Western sources have tried

5



to ascertain the truth as to the Soviet mind set. but source

data are of course more desirable. Extra caution has been

payed when analyzing perceived Soviet views. Corroboration

by multiple sources as to these views has been obtained

whenever possible.

Another limitation, briefly touched on earlier, is the

currency of much of the gathered INF data. Analysis and

inferences are based on the most current data avaiiabl.

The thesis has no control over events that have occur--ed

between final curtailment of research and publication.

This thesis contains no classified data. No classified

sources were consulted during research. However, this

should not be a serious problem, as all terms of the

treaties were unclassified. The thesis does not actually

discuss detailed capabilities of any weapon possessed by

either the US or the Soviet Union, so no performance data.

much of which is classified, was required to attain the

goals the research.

Background

When President Richard Nixon took office, the nuclear

stockpiles of the US and Soviet Union had grown enough that

a nuclear war between them could totally destroy both

countries. The first SALT talks began in November 1969 ind

resulted in the 1972 signing of the Anti-Ballistic-Missile

(ABM) Treaty and the Interim Agreement on Offensive Weapons.
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The ABM Treaty limited each side's deployment of ABM sites.

The Interim agreement limited the number of strategic

ballistic missile launchers each country could have (60:13).

Over the next few years, the two countries started and

stopped many times without making concrete progress. In

1974, at Vladivostok, President Gerald Ford and General

Secretary Leonid Brezhnev came to a preliminary agreement as

to limits covered in the treaty. However, talks stailed

again and did not resume permanently until 1977. The SALT

II Treaty was signed by Brezhnev and President Jimmy Carte-

in June 1979 (60:14-15).

However. the treaty did not contain some of the limits

hoped for by US lawmakers, particularly those in the Senate.

whose ratification was required for the treaty to go into

effect. Negotiations in the Senate were hard fought, but

were preempted by the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in

December 1979. The US put SALT II on hold, and ratification

of the treaty never occurred. Each side tacitly followed

the terms of SALT II (60:15-23).

Meanwhile, the Soviets had deployed new SS-20

intermediate range nuclear weapons within reach of all

Western Europe. In response, NATO decided to deploy US

Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM) and Pershing II

missiles, both medium range systems capable of reaching much

of the Soviet Union. Many Europeans, as well as the

Soviets, did not approve of this decision, as they were

7



gravely concerned at the increased likelihood of "limited"

nuclear war in their countries. Pressured by the Western

Europeans. in November 1981 the US entered INF negotiation

with the Soviets, who did not want the US to deploy the

GLCMs and Pershing II's (60:24-25).

List of Symbols

ABM Anti-Ballistic Missile

ALCM Air-Launched Cruise Missile

ASM Air-to-Surface Missile

CIA Central Intelligene Agency

DoD Department of Defense

FBS Forward-Based Systems

FROD Functionally Related Observable Difference

GLCM Ground-Launched Cruise Missile

ICBM Inter-Continental Ballistic Missile

INF Intermediate Range Nuclear Forces

JCS Joint Chiefs of Staff

MAD Mutually Assured Destruction

MBFR Mutually Balanced Force Reductions

MIRV Multiple Independently Retargetable

Reentry Vehicle

MX Missile Experimental

NATO North Atlantic Treaty Organization

NSA National Security Agency

NSC National Security Council
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NTM National Technical Means

SALT Strategic Arms Limitation Talks

SAM Surfac-to-Air Missile

SCC Standing Consultative Committee

SDI Strategic Defense Initiative

SLBM Submarine-Launched Ballistic Missile

SLCM Sea-Launched Cruise Missile

SRINF Short Range intermediate Range Nuclear

Forces

START Strategic Arms Reduction Talks

USACDA United States Arms Control and

Disarmament Agency
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II. Methodology

Unfortunately, this subject matter does not lend itself

to any real quantifiable analysis. It is not easy to

quantify historical events. About the only quantitative

result from this process is that the US and USSR will

destroy approximately four per cent of the world's nuclear

missiles k112:18). Hence, the instrument this thegis uses

to answer the research questions is a descriptive historlcal

case study approach.

Emory states " the objective of the descriptive study

is to learn the who, what, when, where and how of a topic:

(29:69). How does the thesis accomplish this? The major

thrust of the effort is an extensive search through, study

and review of existing literature. When dealing with arms

control prior to the INF negotiations, many books and

reports exist on the subject. Also, back issues of national

security and foreign affairs periodicals provide much usable

information. For INF related events, while books are

scarce, the security and foreign affairs periodicals provide

a wealth of information. Additionally, newspapers and

popular news magazines have been essential in piecing

together the actual six year INF negotiation process.

The thesis touches ons post-INF Treaty activities that

have (or will have) an effect on further arms control

negotiations and treaties. These activities occurred up to

10



the point of final closure of research. Newspapers and news

magazines again provided the bulk of the information.

The actu3l treaties were available for review. They

were of course most helpful in analyzing the differences

between the treaties, and the matching of goals with

outcomes.

1i



III. Historical Development

SALT I

US Objectives.

Begun in November of 1969, the SALT I talks were

approached by the US as a method to "promote US national

security by reducing the risk of nuclear war through

negotiation or mutual limits on strategic nc:!-ar atRs

(60:79). The US had three main objectives in mind as they

approached the bargaining table: maintaining equality of

strategic force; halting unlimited growth of strategic

nuclear weapons and the tensions and expenses that would

accompany it, and assuring an adequately verifiable

agreement was reached (7:4-13, 60:79).

Pre-Negotiation History.

Preliminary arms limitations proposals predated the

beginning of the SALT I talks by almost four years. In

1965, the US proposed to the Soviets a nuclear weapons

freeze. At the time, the US possessed 1980 nuclear weapons

launchers (854 land based, 496 submarine based, 639 bombers)

to the Soviets 431 (224, 107. 100) (110:xxxii). Within this

proposal was also a call for on-site verification. Needless

to say, the Soviets saw no advantage in freezing weapon

development when they would be placed at such a numbers

disadvantage. The Soviets were also dead set against on-

site verification. According to them, verifications

12



procedures would interfere with their system of government

and would also allow foreign ideas to enter the Soviet

society (42:171). Also, the Soviets had fears that the West

Germans were about to begin development of nuclear weapons,

a[id they wanted assurances that this would not happen

(110:xxxii).

Since 1965, both the US and the USSR had begun moverneFrt

towards deployment of Anti-Ballistic Missile (ABM) sits

The Soviets deployed a system aiound Moscow. and in I96,

,re-: dO,, Jo.i... o Q-n asked for and received authorization to

begin deploying a system around Washington. This system was

justified to the Soviets as a preventive measure against the

Chinese or against accidental launch by the Soviets

(110:172). Actually, it was probably a gesture aimed at

bringing the Soviets into negotiations. Johnson could see

that this increase in defensive posture by both countries

would just lead to each country buying more uffense to

counter the ABMs. What was really needed was a limit on

offensive nuclear capability (22:26).

On I July 1968, Johnson publicly stated he was ready to

meet with the Soviets to negotiate limits on strategic

nuclear forces and ABM sites (22:27). Also in July, West

Germany agreed to the previously negotiated Non

Proliferation Treaty, which allayed the Soviets fears of

West German nuclear development (110:xxxii). On 19 August,

the Soviets agreed to meetings beginning in September.

IJ



However, the next day, the USSR invaded Czechoslovakia, and

in protest of this move, the US indefiiiiti.y postponed the

negotiations (22:27).

Richard Nixon had campaigned to restore US superority

in nuclear forces. However, upon taking office in 1969, he

realized that the Soviets had enough warheads that

regardless of which path the US took towards a buildup. the

USSR would have enough power that a nuclear exchange w,ul:

be devastating to both sides (22:27, 60:13) Fence. he

adopted a sufficiency approach to deterrence. ie

acknowledged the fact that achieving relative parlty,

opposed to superiority, would enable the US to hully

continue an effective deterrence posture. He also felt the

Soviets were willing to talk. They seemed very concerned

about deployment of our own ABM system. However, talks

would wait almost a full year after Nixon took office while

he undertook a major review of all US foreign policy

(110:xxxiii).

President Nixon's team of SALT I negotiators was led by

the director of the US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency

(USACDA), Gerard Smith. Smith's team consisted of

representatives from the State Department, the Department of

Defense (DoD), the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), USACDA, The

CIA and the National Security Council (NSC). The Soviet

team was led by Deputy Foreign Minister U. S. Senenov

(lIC:xxxiii).

14



SALT I Neqotiations.

As talks opened on 17 November 1969, the nuclear

arsenals of the two superpowers were quite different in

makeup. The Soviets had relied mainly on large, land based

missiles, due to their poor sea access and limited long

range bomber experience. Their buildup had occurred -apf-

since the Cuban Missile Crisis. They had 1613

!Int-ercoItinent *a~ I -L ai IS -± :s I!

under construction. By Nvemoer i . ey r

possessed more iCBMs than the an " tieiy w t'I.. -. .

build up their submarine launched force.

far behind the US in suDmarine technology. Th,eJ

other hand, had pursued a strategy of building a tria, r

smaller missiles. it possessed 1054 land based I (.. D -.is

Submarine Launched Ballistic Missiles KSLBM) arid j-6i erg,

range bombers capable of carrying multip:e warhead i :

The US had stopped building silos in 1967 and had

concentrated on a technology that would allow releasing rnAe

than one warhead from one missile. Each warhead would also

have its own target. This technology, known as MIRV. LfI

multiple, independently targetable reentry vehicle, was

being tes',_cd by the US, but the Soviets had done v'e

work in this ar-ea. President Nixon saw MIRV as a v.

bargaining chip. since he had it and the USSR did not.

Also, he believed that MIRVing would be a good

counterbalance to the Soviet's ABM sites (42:180).

15



At the beginning of negotiations, the two sides found

they had different definitions for strategic nuclear

weapons. The US felt that the strategic covered only

missiles capable of being launched from one of the countries

and reaching the other. This would include only the long

range land, sea and bomber based missiles of the US. The

Soviets felt that strategic meant any missile, regardiess :r

:ts basing l cwtin, that could reach the oth-ei .r ._,V

Hence. America a forward based systems in Westein Eai.p-_

consisting ,f snort and intermediate range gi ound t -_ i

missiles and medium range bombers, would be inclo~I.

However. the Soviet short and medium range nuclear fwres.

capable of reaching Europe but not the JS would nt be

included !22:2E). Additionally, the USSR wanted

compensation for the fact that Englanf and France ha,!

nuclear weapons capable of reaching Soviet soil. it wontt ,

higher limits than the US to make up for the British and

French nuclear presence 142:163-164).

When the two sides could not reach agreement as to

which offensive weapons should be limited. the Soviets

proposed negotiating only the defensive side of the problem.

Thje JS demurred, arguing that to not limit offensiv" weapns

would defeat the reai purpose of the negotiations. As is

the case in many negotiations, the two sides compromised.

They agreed to work out a permcnatx ALM tveaty, and to

16



dec ide on inrtercim 1 imi ttt i (rs n o f f ens ive weapcjr~s , wh

would be made pemrmanent in -a future Agreement :Jd

The ABM Treaty (Defensive Systems).

The US had originally proposed that each country h-ave_

the option of building either zero or one ABM site_. ta

site he ing located aro:und Wash ington- ori Mucscw T-c 'i3

aareed t- th one site p~oa1~iwv~tece

1 1q_' S S :e'ai a IhaI

site ari-,juin d ei- ca p 1 1 Di -u IU d I

inte hcmie t ront'_ ~TrWO tj -

thney thc~ught ilne gcove rnmeitnt waO -

themseives in Wash ingto-n fromtl a~ Fn a

had t o actualIly re ject i ts own propos.al Ii

agreed to only bu ild one system, the UStre

lopsided terms, first to,.ir sites I-~o ~ntrw:7

sites to one. The Soviets woDuld n*: a, e. .

two sides agreed that each country culid hnac v - M

each (4:1S-)

The ABM Treaty was to have unLimited ie 7

ccuntries would review it every yeave ye!rsI

side to the deployment o)f no more than two APM~

installations, each with noj .noi e tnhan 1C1>)

(60:0).Ne ither s ide was a Ilo(wei, toj d-P ply A!'

submarine launched, mobile, space based orjt -tr a t

weapons. Also, rapid reload capability was i.i'Wl.-

was MIRVinq of ABMs (42:162, . The ABM site ri t mr~~i

17



country's capital was required to be at least 1300

kilometers from the capital (l10:xxxiv). Neither side was

allowed to upgrade any of its Surface-to-Air Missiles (SAM)

to ABM capability. Additionally, any detection radar sites

not part of an ABM system had to be located on the country's

borders and face out from the country, so L3 not to appear

to protect a specific ABM site (110:137-81.

The Interim Agreement (Offensive Systems .

The interim agreement reached on strategic offensive

weapons was to have a length of five years, by which time i<

was expected a more permanent agreement would be in place.

The two sides had problems deciding on equivalent strategic

forces since the Soviets' strategic makeup was 70% land

based and the US's was only 30% laid based. Again,

compromise was reached, and the agreement froze the nuwmbe

of covered strategic missile launchers at 1972 levels

(42:165-166). The Soviets had some silos under

construction, and those were al'owed to be finished.

Each side could deploy some more submarine based

launchers, but had to dismantle one land based launcher for

each submarine launcher deployed. The US had 656 jaunchers

on 41 submarines; they could deploy up to 710 launchers -,n

44 submarines. The Soviets had 740 launchers; they could

increase to no more than 950 (22:33). The SLBMs had no size

limit. Older, smaller land launchers could not be remodeled

to incorporate newer, heavier ICBMs. In fact, dimensions of
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all silos were not allowed to increase by more than ten to

fifteen per cent (22:33,285, 42:168).

Exulusions from SALT I.

Obviously, many operational and developmental systems

and capabilities were not included in the Interim Agreement.

The US traded away its concern about existing Soviet heavy

missiles such as the SS-18 for Soviet concessions to not

inciude the US's forward based systems in Europe

(lio:xxxiv). No agreement was reached on strategic bombers

(the US had 600, the Soviets 150,,, an area that would cause

much trouble later in SALT II negotiations (22:33).

Along with these quantitative areas, a few qualitative

capabilities were postponed, perhaps indefinitely as it has

turned out. The USSR was beginning work on a mobile ICBM;

this was not addressed in the agreement. Also, neither side

wanted to deal with missile accuracy. The US wa- leading in

that race, so it did not want to trade away this edge. The

Soviets, on the other hand, did not want to risk any type of

a 'freeze' on accuracy, as that would leave them permanently

disadvantaged.

Perhaps no other capability has enabled the arms race

to accelerate despite, and even because of treaties. more

thnr MIRV. The ability to arm a missile with up to 14

independent warheads has allowed staggering increases in the

number of weapons each side can call on. As previously

mentioned, President Nixon saw MIRV as a great bargaining
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chip, but it was also seen as a great equalizer. The US had

stopped building silos in 1967, and had turned to MIRV as a

way to gain more power per silo. Many saw MIRV as the way

to go in countering Soviet buildup of land and sea based

missiles. Similar to what happened with missile accuracy,

the US ultimately decided it did not want to lose this

technological advantage, as the USSR was at least five years

behind on MIRV development.

When the US put MIRV on the bargaining table, it

insisted that on-site verification be impiemented if rhe-e

was to be a ban on MIRV development. Of course, the US knew

the Soviets would never agree to this. They did not for two

reasons, both previously alluded to. They had a natural

disdain for on-site verification, and, as in the accuracy

case, they did not want to be permanently shut out of the

MIRV arena (42:162-163). Hence, the agreement set no limits

on MIRV development, testing or deployment. The result was

that the number of missile launchers was very much set in

concrete; the number of actual warheads was not controlled

and, certainly, would be much higher. The US deployed its

first MIRVed missiles in 1970; the Soviets, in 1975 (60:81).

Treaty Verification.

The topic of verification of treaty limits has been a

major sticking point with almost all agreements with the

Soviet Union. Their inherent aversion to allowing outsiders

within their borders to witness activities has until
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recently prevented any type of on-site verification.

However, by the time the SALT I agreement was signed, the US

was convinced, as was the USSR, that the capabilities of its

satellite, ground radar posts and aerial reconnaissance were

good enough that using these methods could detect any breach

of the treaty's provisions.

These methods, known as National Technical Means (NTM).

are def ined as "techniques used to monitor ant ariis contl

agreement that do not intrude upon the territory of anotrier

state (42:172)". NTM became an issue with regards to the

MIRV dilemma. Certain factions, such as the CIA, the State

Department and USACDA, believed NTM would work. The

President, DoD and the National Security Agency (NSA)

believed on-site verification was required. When the

Soviets rejected on-site, they proposed allowing MIRV

development through flight testing. However, once flight

tested, there was little NTM could do to discern whether

MIRV had been deployed. This was another factor that led to

the dropping of MIRV from the treaty discussions (60:81-82).

The agreement also established a bilateral Standing

Consultive Committee (SCC) to deal with alleged violations

of the ABM Treaty and Interim agreement. If a country,

using NTM, discoverd an apparent breach, this committe would

be authorized to investigate the breach and make a ruling as

to the charge (42:176).
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During President Carter's push to pass SALT II through

the Senate, he maintained that Soviet compliance with SALT I

was good. Between the signings of the SALT I and SALT II

agreements, the US raised eight problems to the SCC. All

eight were either shown to be non-violations or were fixed

to the US's liking. The major Soviet concern centered on

shelters the US had placed over its Minuteman silos. In

that configuration, Soviet NTM could not determine whether

silo held a Minuteman II or Minuteman III missile. The *.5

shrunk the the shelters but never did remove them until SALT

II banned their usage (22:52-54).

Treaty Signature and Ratificdtion.

President Nixon and General Secretary Brezhnev signed

the ABM Treaty and Interim Agreement on 26 May 1972. The

United States Senate approved the interim Agreement and

ratified the ABM Treaty, both by votes of 88-2 (22:24).

However, the Interim Agreement was not passed without some

controversy. The compromise freeze the number of launchers

at 1972 levels left the Soviets with a quantity advantage of

2350 to 1710. The president and negotiating committee

believed that the US more than made up for this difference

with missile accuracy. MIRV development, bomber force, and

the nuclear forces of Great Britain and France (42:165-166)

Some senators did not see it this way. They saw more power

for the Soviet Union, and wrote an amendment to the treaty,

which passed, that requested the President in the future to
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"seek a treaty not limiting the United States to levels of

inter-continental forces inferior to those of the USSR

(110:29)".

The Department of Defense and the JCS was not overly

happy with the agreement either. Again, the problem with

numbers was the sticking point. The JCS made sure that MIRV

and the new Trident submarine would definitely be developed

before they gave the treaty their approval (42:179).

Secretary of Defense James Schlesinger wanted assurances

that development would proceed on the Trident, the B-I

Bomber, the Washington, DC ABM site and the new Submarine

Launched Cruise Missile (SLCM) (1.0:xxxvi).

SALT II

Shortly after ratification and approval of the SALT I

Treaty and Interim Agreement, SALT II negotiations began in

November 1972. The US and USSR approached this set of

negotiations under the assumption that any nuclear offensive

by either side would result in the 'mutually assured

destruction" (MAD) of both sides. In other words, neithe-

side could possibly "win" a nuclear war; it would only lose

due to nuclear retaliation by the other side (60:15).

US Objectives.

Accordingly. the US wanted to move ahead to reduce the

chance that this nuclear war would ever be started. The

main US objectives reflected the Nixon Administration's
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desire for progress along this line Objectives included

ensuring each side had equal ceilings for quantities of

launch vehicles, restraining any qualitative advancements

that could endanger stability in the future and beginning to

reduce the number of launch vehicles on each side. Behind

all these objectives was also a goal of ensuring the actual

wording of any SALT II Treaty would have much more detail

than did the SALT I Interim Agreement. It was felt the 1A

wording was vague and allowed for too many loopholes through

which both sides could continue to build their arsenals

(22:30).

Initial Negotiations.

The US's first suggestions to the Soviets called for a

treaty that would set the equal ceilings on launchers and

have more ceilings dealing with actual capabilities. It

also would have prohibited development of systems not

included in the treaty, but which would violate the spirit

of arms limitation in general. Not surprisingly, the

Soviets did not accept these suggestions. Instead, they

pushed for maintaining the unequal quantity ceilings that

SALT I provided. Also, they resurrected the problem of US

Forward Based Systems (FBS), calling for US withdrawal from

Europe. Finally, they pushed for preventing the US from

developing the B-i bomber and Trident submarine. They

offered no similar curtailments of their own (7:5-13).
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The US continued to try to persuade the Soviets to

agree to some limits on actual numbers of warheads or

payload ceilings. Congress had passed SALT I on the

stipulation that equal ceilings be negotiated; also,

Congress assumed the US would have a long-lasting monopoly

on MIRV technology. However, the Soviets began flight

testing MIRVed missiles in 1973, and the specter of the

Soviets' heavy ICBMS being MIRVed did not sit well. A few

proposals to severely limit Soviet MIRV deployment again

fell on deaf ears (7:5-13,15).

The USSR again began to seek compensation for such

items as French and British nuclear forces and medium range

US bombers in Europe. Additionally, it pushed for

withdrawal of US ships ciose +-- Soviet waters. The US

looked on these capabilities as being vital to relationships

with its allies, and did not believe it could offer any

concessions. Instead, it preferred to defer these issues to

post SALT II negotiations. In a counter movement, the US

asked that the Soviets' new Backfire bomber be included in

the discussiui. Whl.e not tch...ically a long range bomber.

it did have the range to reach some US targets. The USSR

flatly rejected this on the grounds that the Backfire was

not a long range bomber (60:16). Over the first two years

of negotiating, these types of disagreements prevented any

real progress towards an actual SALT II Treaty.
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The Vladivostok Accord.

Once again, the time was ripe for compromise and

deferment of sticking points. Gerald Ford took office in

August 1974 and negotiations resumed in September. This

session resulted in a November meeting between Ford and

Brezhnev in Vladivostok. At this summit, the two men agreed

to attempt to conclude negotiations with a treaty by 1975.

This treaty would last for ten years, and would e: a

ceiling of 2400 strategic launchers for each side. Of

these, only 1320 could be MIRVed launchers. Mobile and air

launched strategic missiles would be included in the 240C

missile ceiling. Both sides agreed not to construct new

ICBM launchers, and to discuss limiting new types of

strategic arms. National technical means would again be the

verification method used (22:30, 60:16-17).

Each side made a key concession to enhance the

negotiating process. The US agreed not to push for cutbacks

in existing Soviet heavy ICBMs. The USSR agreed, as they

had in SALT I, to drop its call for cutbacks in the US's

forward based systems (FBS) . The two countries agreed

limits in these areas could possibly be subjects for later

talks, as could possible reductions in strategic arms. They

set a date of no later than 1981 to begin these further

negotiations (22:30, 7:5-16).

26



More Hurdles.

While these bilateral concessions were supposed to

allow an agreement to be reached in 1975, negotiations were

once again stalled. Two issues, one old and one new,

stopped progress in its tracks. The argument over the

Backfire bomber again arose; the US wanted to include it

under the 2400 launcher limit, but the Soviets refused

(22:31).

The new issue was the advent of the American cruise

missile. The Vladivostok agreement stated any bomber

carrying air-to-surface missiles (ASM) with ranges greater

than 600 kilometers would be included as one launcher under

the 2400 ceiling. The US interpreted this as to not include

cruise missiles. The Soviets interpreted it otherwise.

Additionally, the Soviets called for a ban on any ground- or

sea-launched cruise missile (GLCM, SLCM) with a range in

excess of 600 kilometers. The US saw these two restraints

as unacceptably limiting its cruise missile development

program (7:5,8-21, 60:17).

These two issues, combined with increasing tensions

between the two countries dnd within the US, resulted in no

treaty during the Ford Administration. Ford and Ronald

Reagan were involved in a heated battle for the 1976

Republican nomination; Reagan campaigned strongly limits on

the cruise missile. Congress was concerned over Soviet

compliance with the SALT I Interim Agreement, and hence,
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began questioning the merits of the whole SALT process.

Ford made a last ditch effort in 1976, proposing to allow

cruise missile launchers to be counted in exchange for

limitations on the Backfire, but the Soviets refused to link

the two subjects, and time ran out before any real

negotiation could be done on this proposal (7:5-21).

Negotiations Under Carter.

Jimmy Carter campaigned with pledges to reduce and

eventually eliminate nuclear weapons. He vowed he would cut

the (defense budget by five to seven billion dollars

annually. However, upon his entrance into office, an

intelligence committee he appointed brought him so,,.e

shocking news. This committee was used to give an

independent review of intelligence data gathered by the CIA.

The committee report gave a much different analysis than

past CIA reports had. It concluded that the Soviet Union

was no longer living under the MAD assumption. The USSR

apparently believed it could fight a nuclear war and win it

without sustaining horrendous damage or loss of life. The

report also concluded the Soviets were spending much more

money on defense than was the US. Subsequent research into

this supposed stance has cast great doubt on whether the

Soviets actually thought they could win a nuclear war-. but

in 1977, Carter and his Administration believed it. Wh 1e

continuing to push for nuclear limits and reductions,

defense spending actually increased in real terms, and much
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of this money went in to nuclear deveiopmncnt and

modernizati.on (44:303-309, 60:19).

Carter had also believed, along with many SALT II

opponents in Congress, that the ceilings set in Vladivostok

were entirely too high. In March 1977, he offered the

Soviets a brand new proposal for SALT II. His

'Comprehensive Package' set a strategic launcher cap at

1800, of which only 550 could be MIRVed. H-e also proposed

that the Soviets cut back their SS-13 heavy ICBM for.-e from

308 to 150. He offered no cutbacks in similar US systems,

nor did he offer cuts in areas where the US clearly had an

advantage, such as strategic bombers or MIRVed SLEMs. The

package also called for limits on certain test flights and a

ban on development of any new land mobile missiles,

including the US's Missile Experimental (MX). Basicaii,

Carter had scrapped Vladivostok (22:30, 60:19-20)

The USSR was not ready to scrap it that easily. It

still was prepared to abide by the 1974 agreement, so it

flatly rejected the US proposal. Then, the US quickly

proposed that the agreement be reached along the lines of

Vladivostok, with a deferment of the cruise missile and

backfire issues until SALT III. Since the Soviets did not

think the Backfire should be an issue, there was n othing

there to be deferred. Plus, they definitely wanted to

continue efforts to curtail US cruise missile development.

Hence, they also rejected this counter-proposal (7:5-22).
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Through the ensuing six months, quiet diplomacy was the

method used by both sides, and some of Carter's proposals

found their way into SALT II, if only in a limited manner.

In September 1977, most of the issues had been ironed out,

and a format for the SALT II Treaty was also developed. The

treaty was outlined in three parts (7:5-23).

Treaty Contents.

Part one was be a treaty trhrough Ij-f rhat retae~ted a

small reduction from the Vladivostok ceilings. The tot=i

launcher ceiling was set at 2250 fcr each side. Of these.

only 1320 MIRVed m:silIes were allowed. Wi.thin the M I

limit, the :ombination of iCBMs and SLBMs could totai no

more than 1200. Of these, only 820 could be ICBMs. The

Soviet Union was limited to 308 SS-18 heavy ICBMs. Neither

side could construct new fixed ICBM launchers, and

modifications to old launchers were limited. Each side was

could flight test and deploy one new ICBM, and it could have

no more than ten warheads on buai-d. Existing land ICBMs

were prohibited from being equipped with more warheads, and

all SLBMs were limited to 14 warheads apiece. ALCMs were

limited to 28 per side, with the US's B-52 ALCM held to 20.

The Soviets agreed not to test and deploy its SS-16 mobile

launcher, (it to produce components for it (60:82-84).

Part two would be a Protocol, lasting untli December

1981, dealing with some of the controversial issues of the

negotiations. Each side agreed not to flight test or deploy
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mobile ICBM launcher. Also. they wouid no: test ni deploy

any GLCM or SLCM with ranges greater than 375 miles knL]4)

The third part of the agreement would be a Joint

Statement of Principles setting guidelines for future

negotiations. These negotiations would further reduce the

number of strategic launchers. set some qualitative iimi:s

for Dombers and address the issues discussed in the Przrc-::

(60:34).

Treaty Verification.

Each side would again use Nat:onai Technical Yemns

(NTM) for verification, and would not interfere with 0

other side's NTM. Additionally, the two countries w,_!, :

exchange data bases on the systems covered in the treaty.

This data base would include information the other side

could use to help verify weapons totals. Also, each sioe_

would equip its ALCM-carrying aircraft with a visible

modification, also called a functionally related observail-_

difference (FROD). so that the other side could ensure nne

ALCM forces were within treaty limits (88:39). During

flight tests of covered systems, the testing country wjld

not encrypt telemetry data that allowed the other side --,

use NTM to verify the test and the system were within n:en'iv

limits (22:34).

US Debate over SALT II.

Between September 1977 and the Treaty signing in June

1979, the details were worked out at the negotiating table.
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No major problems arose there. but at home, President Carter

faced an uphill battle in gaining approval of the Treaty in

Congress. Many saw the Soviets as still having an

advantage. Their inventory of 308 heavy ICBMs found no

counterpart in the US. While it was pointed out that the US

had made a conscious decision not to build heavy ICBMs. some

critics wanted the US to state it should have the option ,-

build heavy !CBMs if it chose to ;7:3-30, 64:3

One effective argument in favor of the Treaty was nna:.

given the constraints on certain systems. DoD could more

effectively plan to counteract Soviet developments. The

Soviets would be limited to certain areas for development.

so the US could concentrate on countering these areas. This

would theoretically save much money in the development of

weapons systems (7:5-27).

Many critics were alarmed at the terms in the Protocol.

They saw it as a direct threat against the modernization of

the US nuclear forces. It took many promises from the

President and supporters in Congress that there were no

plans to extend the Protocol terms when it expired in 198l

(64:7-8).

Carter made many other promises to enhance the chances

for ratification. He committed to 25 per cent real growth

in the defense budget over the ensuing five years. He

assured the hawks in Congress he would pursue the Mark 12

warhead for the Minuteman ICBM and the Trident 2 long range
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missile. He vowed to pressure the NATO allies to increase

their spending on national defense. (43:97-98). He also

promised that within the Treaty guidelines he would continue

development of the MX missile (60:20).

For every argument in favor of continuing with NTM as

the method of verification, there was an argument against

using just NTM. Proponents believed that NTM worked well

for SALT I. They discounted the possibii:ty of reloading

silos as being too difficult to do when the silos themselves

are targets. Any missile tested with MIPV capability was

counted as a MIRV missile, regardless of how it was armed.

Since many tests were required before a missile would be

deployed, NTM could verify whether more than one new land

ICBM was under development (22:44-49). Additionally, if a

treaty was not ratified, then the Soviets would be free to

take whatever actions it wished in interfering with the TJS S

NTM capabilities, thereby limiting what information could be

gathered.

Critics believed that the Soviets could store many

missiles near launchers, to be either reloaded or deployed

in the event of treaty cancellation. They also were

skeptical that the Soviets would hold to the warheads-per-

missile constraints; there would be no way to ascertain how

many warheads were on a given missile (22:49-51).
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Treaty Signature and 'Non-Ratification '

During all this debate in Congress. Carter and Brezhn v

met in Vienna in June 1979. At this summit, they signed the

SALT II Treaty. While there, Brezhnev presented Carter with

a letter stating that, while the Backfire was a medium range

bomber and the Soviets had no intention of upgrading it,

they would limit production to 30 aircraft per year. Carter

stated that the US would reserve the option uf deve; iring a

comparable aircraft 422:35, 88:39).

After much debate, the Senate Foreign Relations

Committee recommended, by a small margin, that the full

Senate ratify the Treaty. Tensions between the two

superpowers increased greatly after the signing of the

Treaty. US intelligence sources learned that the USSR had

stationed in Cuba a brigade of about 3000 men. Actually,

the brigade had been there for years (60:20). The fall of

the Shah of Iran meant that some of the US's best listening

posts for verification purposes were lost (7:5-48).

Finally, the December 1979 Soviet invasion of Afghanistan

pushed US tolerance too far. In January 1980, President

Carter asked the Senate to indefinitely shelve the final

ratification debates. The SALT II Treaty had officially

died. It was never ratified (7:5-49, 60:21).

Unofficially, both sides agreed to follow the SALT II

guidelines. Both sides have raised issues to the SCC on

possible violations of the Treaty guidelines, although
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neither side is bound to the terms. Primary US concerns

have included Soviet encryption of test data, and the Soviet

upgrade of the SS-13 to the SS-25, which the US contends is

actually a new ICBM. Since the Soviets designated the SS-24

as their one allowable new land ICBM, the US contends the

SS-25 violates the Treaty. USSR concerns include continuing

objections to the shelters over Minuteman silos, and more

importantly. US decisions to base GLCMs and Pershing Li

missiles in Europe. They feel these weapons add to the US

strategic offensive capaLilities, and therefore violates the

Treaty. These missiles would come to the forefront (.f arms

negotiations with the INF Treaty (60:96,99).

While both sides vowed to follow the Treaty terms until

their expiration in 1985, the US officially did break the

terms in 1986, when it deployed a nuclear capable B-52 which

drove the number of allowable launchers over the ceiling

(88:39).

As President Reagan took office in 1981, Soviet-

American relations were at their lowest in recent history.

The prospect of further arms negotiations did not seem

likely. Reagan had campaigned with promises to

significantly build up US military strength, not a stance

that welcomed limitations or reductions in nuclear forctes.
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INF

Soviet INF Deployment.

While the SALT II talks proceeded, both sides continued

to build their arsenals in areas not covered by the SALT I

treaty. The Soviets were especially busy in building medium

range missiles. In 1977 they began deployment of the SS-20,

a medium range ballistic missile with three warheads and a

range in excess of 3000 miles (60:52). They deployed this

missile both west and east of the Ural Mountains, thereby

being able to hit both Western Europe and Asian countries

such as China and Japan. The SS-20s did not replace any

type of missile: the Soviets kept deployed 260 SS-4 and 33-

5 single warhead missiles. Meanwhile, the US and NATO had

no immediate upgrade to their aging European medium range

nuclear arsenal to counteract the SS-20 deployment. They

had been concentrating on conventional and tactical nuclear

forces for much of the past twenty years. The NATO nations

were not pleased with the thought of hundreds of SS-20s

within range of their countries (60:22-24)

Both Britain and West Germany had began sounding the

SS-20 alarm to NATO and the US soon after Soviet deployment

began. They wanted to ensure that the US was still ready to

support Europe should the Soviets attack, and they felt

upgrade of US nuclear forces in Europe would help to keep

the US linked to Europe (6:26). However, the allies took
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two years to decide what actions to take to counter the

Soviets in Europe.

The Dual Track Decision.

First, the President Carter moved to develop the

neutron bomb. Not actually a bomb, the neutron warhead

would be attached to the short range Lance missile (75

miles) or eight inch artillery shell (20 miles). These

extremely accurate weapons would deiiver a high burst ,Jr

radiation designed to kill people, not destroy buildings.

While buildings would be destroyed in a 140 yard radius ,:.f

the impact point, this would be much less destructive thin

other equal range missiles (116:29-30).

However, many factions were against this method. The

main argument against the warhead was against its purpose.

The belief was that since only lives would be lost and

building destruction would be minimal, it would be very

tempting to use. Many argued that the line between

conventional and nuclear arms would grow thinner, and

escalation would be inevitable. Many Senators were against

it, as were the Dutch and French. The Germans, on whose

soil most of these would be stationed, were ambivalent.

Privately, Chancellor Helmut Schmidt backed the missile, but

publicly he would not for fear of wide disapproval among the

German citizens. He also wanted the weapons used as a

bargaining chip with the Soviets first. If the US could not

negotiate cutbacks on SS-20s or on the Soviets' three-to-one

37



advantage in tanks, then deployment should occur (116:30,

66:13).

In March 1978, President Carter pressured Schmidt to

accepc .ne bohb , L>ily, -m,% '-ot guarantee

congressional budget approval for production of the weapons.

Schmidt announced Germany would accept the bomb on two

conditions. First, the decision had to be made by all of

NATO. Second, other NATO countries must accept some neutron

weapons on their soil. However, Carter had already decided

to postpone the deployment decision. The neutron bomb was

not a factor in future NATO decisions (66:13, 3:38).

NATO's planners recommended it should upgrade its

longer range nuclear weapons. This would be done for two

reasons: to enhance the spectrum of weapons in the NATO

inventory and to counteract the Soviet deployment of SS-20s

in Europe. By deploying longer range missiles, NATO would

be able to hit targets in the Soviet Union from Europe

(5:14-15). The weapons that were recommended were US

Ground Launched Cruise Missiles (GLCM) and Pershing II

ballistic missiles. These weapons were already in

development and both could be operational by the mid-1980s.

The US, Britain and West Germany led the push for NATO to

make a final decision (25:42).

NATO did not make their decision quickly. Western

European leaders were watching the US Senate fight over the

SALT II Treaty. They believed it would be much harder to
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sell INF deployment in Europe if the Senate could not ratify

the treaty and show the US was actively pushing for peace

with the Soviets. While Germany supported INF deployment,

,t did n-- ... i-t to bp alone in deolo-ument Schmidt

announced Germany would accept depioyment if at least one

other continental European country accepted them also.

While the UK had already agreed to British deployment,

Schmidt wanted the continent to show its support ror the

plan and alleviate some pressure on Germany (47:37, 71:25 .

The Soviet Union also had its own opinion about the

situation. In what was the first volley in what became a

four year war to prevent INF deployment, Brezhnev announced

that the USSR would cut deployment of SS-20s if NATO

cancelled any plans to deploy INFs (47:38). A week later,

he said the Soviets would have to take appropriate steps to

counter any NATO decision, but that he was removing 20,000

troops and 1000 tanks from East Germany to try to dissuade a

deployment decision (100:57). The rhetoric heated up a few

weeks later when Brezhnev stated that if NATO even planned

to deploy INFs, talks between the US and USSR on INF would

be impossible to conduct (59:55. 22:11).

The Soviets' tactics only hardened the resolve of the

chief NATO nations to proceed with deployment (62:60). It

also appeared to quiet the concerns over SALT II

ratification. A NATO summit was planned for mid-December

1979 to try to develop a concrete plan. Before the meeting,
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however, the Dutch parliament forbid appr-oval of any NATO

deployment plan. Dutch Premier Andries van Agt went to

Washington along with representatives of Norway and Denmark

to try to convince Carter to delay a decision and move

instead to negotiate with the Soviets on INF. Carter said

he would like to negotiate, but the decision must not be

delayed (59:55).

At the summit, the US and NATO agreed to answer- mhe

Soviets' SS-20 deployment. To appease all pai-ies, they

developed what came to be known as the 'dual track '

decision. The two tracks were depl-oyment and negotiation

(23:30).

NATO would deploy 572 intermediate range missiles,

comprised of 464 GLCMs and 108 Pershing II ballistic

missiles. Each missile had one warhead. The GLCM was

subsonic and had a range of 2500 kilometers. The Pershing

was supersonic and had a range of 1800 kilometers. It

would replace the non-nuclear Pershing IA. The Pershing II

could reach Soviet targets within 20 minutes; the GLCM would

take somewhat longer. All the Pershings would be deployed

in West Germany. The GLCMs would be spread throughout

Western Europe in West Germany, England, Italy, and perhaps

Belgium and Holland. Deployment would begin in 1983. For

each missile deployed, NATO would retire one older, shorter

range nuclear missile currently deployed in Europe (22:110-

111, 96:36, 60:22,25, 23:30-31).
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Full deployment would not occur, however. if the US

could successfully negotiate reductions with the Soviets.

While the US would be the sole negotiator with the USSR, it

would consult the allies and share the decision making with

them. This was the first nuclear arms control negotiations

between The superpowers in which NATO would have a

significant part. NATO was willing to take delivery of

enough missiles to match the Soviets caab i1tes. -

USSR cut back on the number -f SS-lOs in Europe, uepioymen

of GLCMs and Pershings would be decreased also. The

deadline for successful negotiations was set at iate 1933.

when US missiles were schchlod for delivery. There was no

suggestion that NATO completely forego deployment of the

INFs given successful negotiations. They wanted to replace

existing systems as well as obtain Soviet cutbacks (60:25.

96:37-39, 23:31).

Soviet Reaction to Dual Track.

The Soviets were not happy with NATO's dual track.

They called the decision a "smokescreen to regain

superiority over the Soviet Union' (96:40). They certainly

were not going to trade deployed missiles for missiles still

on paper and four years away from deployment. Also, they

felt NATO had no right to deploy the missiles if in fact tne

missiles did become operational. However, it soon became

apparent that what the Soviets really wanted was to block

the deployment of the US missiles (96:40).
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However, in July 1980, the NATO stance had not changed

but the Soviets wanted to talk. In October, preliminary

discussions yielded no results. The US called for equal

ceilings on both sides; its Pershing and GLCM deployments

shouid equal the ULJs SS-4, SS-5, and S '20 deployments.

The Soviets now offered to freeze their deployments at

existing levels. In return they wanted the United States.

England and France to freeze deployment of ali forces in

Europe capable of reaching Soviet soil. This would incl;.de

no Pershing and GLCM deployment, freezes on British and

French nuclear missiles and nuclear-equipped aircraft -f ,-11

three countries. The Soviets promised to continue their

buiidu- in Europe if NATO deployed their missiles (22:111.

96:42).

This was unacceptable to NATO for tvo reasons. First.

it would again leave NATO with zero INF and the USSR with

more. Second, the US and its allies were determined to not

have the British and French nuclear forces included in the

INF discussions. These forces were independent of NATO and

controlled by those two countries alone. The only missiles

that would count would be the Pershings and GLCMs. Once the

1980 US presidential elections were held, these talks broke

off (22:111).

The Zero Option.

As with past transitions in power, little progress was

made at the beginning of Ronald Reagan's presidency. The
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main reason in this case was squabbles within the Reagan

Administration. Some question was raised as to the vaiue of

the "Euromissiles". Development and deployment was costing

billions of dollars; were they worth it? The missiles were

redu"ddaiL; most of their targets were currently covered by

US !CBMs or forward based bombers. Also, their

survivability was questioned. However, the State Depatment

coninced the administration that if for no ,tnhr reason.

the US in 1979 made a commitment to NATO to deploy these

missiles and they should bo doployed (96:43-44).

Once the decision to deploy was made inside the

administration, arguments arose as to how to negotlate.

Reagan was not anxious to negotiate; he did not trust the

Soviets and thought they were unreliable. However, he

received pressure from the NATO allies. in order to ensure

deployment in all countries, negotiations would have to be

taken up in earnest (22:112, 30:237).

The US starting position was under much debate within

the Defense and State Departments. Some factions wanted to

start by allowing some SS-20s in exchange for some US INF

deployment. The hawks in the administration saw this stancw

as leading inevitably to the US trading away INF deployment.

Assistant Secretary of State Richard Perle (one of the

hawks) was the champion of a proposal to become known as the

"Zero Option". Basically, it precluded US deployment of

Pershings and GLCMs in exchange for elimination of all
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Soviet SS-4s, SS-5s and SS-ZOs worldwide (97:11). This

strong opening stance would, he thought, give the US a

better chance of an equitable agreement. President Reagan

accepted it as his opening bid on the eve of opening rounds

of the INF negotiations in November 1981 (6:22-4).

Early Neqotiations.

At the talks the Soviets, predictably. did not like the

zero option. Aside from them losing all thear LNF

capability, the proposal did not cover submarine->unce~.

missiles, the US's forward based systems in Europe or the

British and French nuclear missiles. They called for a

,rioratorium on INF deployment and offered to ma]ke large cuts

if there was no US INF deployment. They promised to remove

maiy SS-20s while being allowed to redeploy them in the

East. The US said no to that on the grounds the SDviets

could easily relocate the missiles in the West if tensions

heated up (60:25, 22:113).

The Soviets then offered to destroy some SS-20s and all

280 SS-4s and SS-5s. They would freeze the number of SS-20s

aimed at Asia. In all they would eliminate more than 572

warheads, the number of US INF warheads to be deployed. All

told, they would bring the number of missiles down to the

same number Great Britain and France had. Again. the US

demurred, stating it would cut its deployment in exchange

for Soviet SS-20 cuts, but it would not cancel deployment

(60:25-26).
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The Soviets ever persisent to precluue US :NF

deployment, proposed eiimination of all tactical and mcdlum

range missiles in Europe. including those of the UK and

France. The US rejected and actually wrote a draft treaty

along zero option lines. Of course the Soviets did not like

it and put forth another proposal not allowing the UK and

France to upgrade, not limiting Asian deployment of 25-!:s

and not allowing US 1NF deployment. As toe mlir y_:,

talks ended in March 198Z. the Soviets announcmed:i a

unilateral freeze of SS-20s. They also said they would

remove some in 1982. However, they warned that if the US

1NF deployment occurred they would retaliate (2> 1i4-i!.

At this point it was clear that the two sides differed

in many key areas. The US wanted to eliminate all INFs; the

Soviets wanted to keep some of theirs while blocking US

deployment. The US wanted to count only US and Soviet

missiles; the Soviets wanted to include the UK and Frenchn

strategic missiles. The US pushed for global limits: the

USSR only wanted to talk about missiles deployed in Europe.

The US only wanted to talk about missiles; the Soviets

wanted to include nuclear capable aircraft (60:26). The VU.:

wanted missiles destroyed; the Soviets warted the option or

just withdrawing them. The US wanted the treaty to !ast

forever; the Soviets wanted a 1990 review and renewal ciaose

included (22:114).
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The 'Walk in thle Woods''

TalIks resumed 1 n May 196' . -And as expected, li1t t e

progress was made. However, in July, the two sides stiuck

an, aqreer,-ent of sorts. In what has become known as the

''Walk in the Woods" agreement, the lead negotiators on both

sides. Paul Nitze and Yulan Kvitsinsky. con)rducted scre

necaotiations anid settled on some no-n--binding numbersE. ~

.S id, wooul d s m e t'- --25 atdima 1-~nTj1oO1g',:*-

a Irr,ta kj oi y 75 '?o-u j bje misaI i~nh~s Te~

dep y oc~sbut rno Pershangs Henice,. the US8 would'av

OLCMs (four per launcher) and the- Soviets would hav/e 2--'

'0 warheads. The Sovie-ts c-ould keep 90 luc~~~~

the Urals. All Soviet launchers would be limited to,3 wa3

heads apiece. US GLCM launchers could have fcour- missiles

each, with on-- warhead per mi.ssile. Exccess miissiles w':,uid

ne destroyed. The aircraft covered we--e tht US s F-Ill 'inJ,

FB-ill, and the Soviets' Backfire. Badger and Blinder.

S)ho-rt range IN~s would be frozen (22:11,---116. 60:.7--

There is still1 d isagreement as t,- how this d.-a I was-

li:Lc uaIly rea ched. Nitze claim:3e n Kvtink ruhd

the- numbers together- in an agreement that wo-uld only be

La rid a ig i t both sides acetl K srsysays it wac- ill

ilatze 's3 idea, irid that while- he said he- would send a ,

Mosco(-,w. he knew it would be r-ejected. Eoth sides (did teject

the agreemernL. The Soviets we-re still against azny US INF
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deployment and the US did not want to limit bomDers or do

away with the Pershing (22:117).

Negotiations, Deployments and Walkouts.

Negotiations broke until January 1983, but in the

interim the Soviets continued their drive to prevent US INF

deployment. In December 1982 the Soviets were still ,nly

willing to remove some '0-20s for non-deployment of

e-si-,rngs and ,SLCMs. This of course was Wc o1ne-sil--,j f_ i

the US (50:20) .Before talks resumed the Sovies ga:.

offered to dismantle all 230 SS-4s and SS-5s and reduce the

number of SS-20s to 162, the number of French arid UK

missiles. For the first time, the Soviets hinted that they

might walk out of the negotiations if the US INF deployment

occurred. Again, this was unacceptable. The French and UK

missiles were not part of NATO and could not be counted on

to defend. West Germany. Also, the missiles were inferior to

the SS-20 in terms of range and accuracy. Plus, the

European missiles had single warheads; the SS-20s had three

apiece. The Soviets also did not say whether they would

destroy the SS-20s (48:56).

While the INF squabbles were going on, a new set of

talks began. In a follow-up to the SALT negotiations, the

US and USSR began the Strategic Arms Reductions Talks

(START) in the summer of 1982. These talks were to take a

different course than SALT I or SALT II. As the name

indicates, the negotiations would focus on actual reductions
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in strategic nuclear arms and not on simply installing

ceilings to which the countries could build (32:10). During

the next year and a half, the two countries had three

separate sets of negotiations ongoing: INF, START and the

Mutual Balanced Force Reductions (MBFR) talks, focusing on

the conventional postures of the two sides, which had been

in session since the mid-seventies without much concrete

progress.

As :NF talks were set to resume, there were again

squabbles in the Reagan Administration. Many feit that

while the zero option was a good starting point, it was time

to begin bargaining. Nitze felt his hands were tied; how

could he negotiate if he had no bargaining latitude. There

was a move towards a warhead matching stance in the State

Department whereby the US would deploy enough missiles to

match the number of warheads the Soviet missiles were

carrying (67:16).

The Soviets were still on their 'match Europe' drive.

and General Secretary Yuri Andropov offered to cut SS-20s

lower than 162 if France and the UK cut some of tn]eir

missiles (47:19). Back in the US turor arose as Reagan

fired Eugene Rostow, head of USACDA, and hired Kenneth

AdeIrman. Apparently, Rostow wanted more flexibility in

negotiations than Reagan was ready to give. Questions began

to rise as to whether Reagan wanted to negotiate a treaty oi-
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really just wanted to deploy his missiles in Europe (57:18-

19).

Andropov then revealed a 'plan- to reduce all European

INF, including French and UK strategic missiles. However,

his method of counting equated ancient European weapons such

as the British Vulcan bomber and French S-2 and S-3 missiles

to the Soviet Backfire and SS-20. He also wanted West

German non-nuclear Pershing is removed. Needless to say.

the US rejected the plan, and the two sides still d d .-t

see eye to eye as the talks resumed in Geneva (97:1-20,.

As the talks began, the US was convinced that reaching

no agreement would be better than reaching a bad one.

However, Western Europe was moving towards the position that

any agreement would be good, especially if it limited SS-20

deployment (97:23). President Reagan was also leaning

towards a bit more flexibility in the talks. Nitze stated

that the US was no longer "locked in" to the zero option,

although that was the best way to ensure peace (40:26].

Finally, in April, Reagan announced the US would

negotiate an interim solution on INF, although his ultimate

goal was still the zero option. If the Soviets were to

significantly reduce their SS-20s, the US would only deploy

enough missiles to match the SS-20s warhead for warhead.

Reagan also called for reductions in the Soviets' Asian SS-

20s. This decision was made in conjunction with the NATO

aillies, who were pushing for just such flexibility. Vice
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President Bush had visited Western Europe, and he found out

that most countries were ready for compromise. The Soviets,

however, were not ready for a compromise which allowed US

INF deployment, did not take aircraft into account and did

not count French and UK missiles. They offered no hope of

agreement (12:12-14).

In May, Andropov made a new concession. He agreed to

reduce the European SS-20s such that their warheads wouid

equal those of France and Sreat Britain. He aiso announced

that-if NATO deployed Pershings and GLCMs, the USSR would

deploy SS-20s in East Germany. He also hinted at other

countermeasures he might have to take. The Soviets were

pulling out all the stops to prevent the deployment (39:28-

29, 8:15).

In August, West Germany brought up the 'Walk in the

Woods" compromise and stated that might be a good agreement

to settle on. However, neither the US or USSR wanted to

revisit that plan. After that rejection, the Germans did

not push the issue (46:28-29). Andropov then promised not

just to withdraw but to destroy enough missiles to even the

SS-20 with the French and British. Of course, the price was

no deployment of Pershings and GLCMs. The proposal fell on

deaf ears (69:10).

Andropov delivered a not unexpected ultimatum in

November. The Soviets would definitely walk out of the INF

negotiations if deployment began. He also stated
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preparations had begun in East Germany and Czechoslovakia to

deploy new missiles. He also pledged to drop SS-20 levels

in Europe to 140 and freeze Asian deployment at 108.

Andropov had made his final play to try to scare Western

Europe into reneging on deployment. The West did not blink

and rejected the terms. NATO also announced that it would

retire an additional 1400 shorter range missiles over the

next ive years (38:70-71) .

in mid-November, the first GLCMs arrived in Great

Britain. Also, the US announced it would lower its

deployment if the Soviets were serious about i,,wering -r s

to 140. However, instead of walking out of the talV:s, t

Soviets did a side step. They stated they would really walk

out when the first Pershing missiles were delivered to West

Germany (84:30-33).

The Soviets had put all the pressure on West Germany.

The future viability of the NATO alliance was on their back.

Before the Pershings would be deployed, the West German

Bundestag had to approve the action. When the vote came out

286 to 226 in favor of deployment, the US deployed the first

Pershings (86:12-13).

The Soviets had backed themselves into a corner. There

was no way they could continue negotiation if the wanted to.

They did indeed walk out of the negotiations. They also

announced an end to their unilateral moratorium on SS-20

deployments in Europe. They would begin SS-21. SS-22 and
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SS-23 deployments in Czechoslovakia. Plus, they would

deploy submarines (carrying a new 1500 mile range SLCM) near

the US (86:12,16).

In addition to the INF walkout, they walked out of the

Strategic Arms Reduction Talks (START) and the Mutual and

Balanced Forces Reductions (MBFR) talks. At the end of

1983. the two countries had no arms control talks in

progress (85:36, 104:25).

The Year of No Talks.

Essentially, 1984 was a dead year on the subject of

arms control. One shimmer of hope occurred in March when

the Soviets announced they would allow some on-site

witnessing of their destruction of chemical weapons

(101:11). However, in June, they announced they would begin

to add more SS-20s in Europe, over the 243 they then had

stationed there. Additionally, they again hinted at

possible short range missile deployment in Czechoslovakia

and East Germany (45:35).

INF, START and SDI.

Suddenly, in December, the Soviets pulled another about

face. They announced that Foreign Minister Andrei Grcmyko

would talk with US Secretary of State George Shultz to

arrange the start of new negotiations. They were willing to

talk about many weapons, strategic, intermediate range, and

defensive, without the precondition that the US withdraw its

missiles. Why the turnaround? NATO's resolve in forging

52



ahead with deployment had a great deal to do with it. The

USSR saw all targeted NATO countries accept their GLCMs, if

not without controversy, at least without wavering at their

moments of truth. Also, once the missiles were deployed,

much of whatever momentum the European peace movement had

died. Additionally, the US had just given Reagan another

four years in office; if bargaining was going to ger done.

It would have to be done with him. Finaiiy, ti-eii- 1;a h~ i

been tarnished by walking out of all the tilks a year

earlier. Their proposal for new talks wouli help salvage

theii position within Eurnpe and in the world (1I:i6-i7,

68:3).

The talks were to begin in March 1984. The US haa seen

some promise in the possibility of somehow merging the INF

talks with the START talks. Perhaps with more types of

weapons on the same table, bargaining would be easier.

The two sides decided to conduct three sets of negotiations,

but to conduct them with one group of people with three

subgroup: covering long range weapons, INF and defensive

weapons. Having all subgroups under one leader would was

seen as facilitating the bargaining process. One thing the

US had decided was that President Reagan's Strategic Defense

Initiative (SDI), or Star Wars, space based defense system,

was not to be used as a bargaining chip (15:19, 19:26).

This program had been announced by Reagan in 1983. Its

purpose was to provide a space based system that would
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protect the US from any massive nuclear strike from the

Soviet Union. While SDI was only concepts on the drawing

board and years away from even the most rudimentary testing,

Reagan did not want to make even the smallest concession

that would hinder SDI progress.

Going in to the new Geneva talks, the US position on

INF was that it would accept equal ceilings from zero to 572

worldwide. While it preferred zero,. it did not expect he

Soviets to agree to it. as they already had 280 missiles

deployed (26:21).

Moscow's first move showed something ld and something

new. The old ploy dealt with INF. Gorbachev told the US he

would not deploy any more INFs until November if the US

would do the same. The new ploy dealt with SDI. He

proposed thc U freeze development of space defense

technology as long as talks were ongoing. The US rejected

both offers. Since the Soviets had over 400 INF warheads in

place and the US had just over 100. they did not see the

moratorium as fair. Also, as noted earlier, no bargaining

would be done on SDI (95:12).

This SDI punch and counterpunch was the first of many

to be exchanged by the two sides. What actually was

beginning was a shift away from the Soviets' emphasis on the

US INF deployment and towards SDI as their main concern.

However, Moscow was still trying to push for zero US INF and

some USSR INF, so the first round of the new INF talks again
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went nowhere (27:18). AlL-o, for the next two to three

years, INF would be intermittently linked and unlinked to

START and SDI.

The Geneva Summit.

In July, the two sides arranged a summit between Reagan

and Gorbachev, in Geneva, in November 1985. No real

agreements were expected to be reached, but the meeting was

seen as an opportunity for the leaders to get to know (_,rie

another and try to make some progress together (98:38)

Much happened between July and November. Gorbachev

announced in September that unless the US stopppd work on

SDI, no agreement could possibly be reached on offensive

weapons (17:16). Reagan responded by stating again he would

not deal SDI for Soviet missile reductions at Geneva

(103:22).

Next, the Soviets asked to conduct joint meetings of

the three subgroups. In a overt move to link the offensive

talks with the deiensive ones, they made a proposal. They

proposed large scale strategic missile reductions coupled

with a halt on SDI, but did not mention INF. While the

reductions were attractive to the US, they rejected the

proposal because of the SDI halt (2:13).

Then, they did link INF. They proposed that each side

cut by 50 per cent its missiles capable of reaching each

other. For the US t .ese would include all its strategic

missiles (ICBMs, SLBMs) and many ot its shorter range
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missiles, including the INFs, SLCMs and ALCMs. The Soviets

primarily had just their large land ICBM and smaller SLBM

arsenals capable of reaching US soil. Soviet INFs would not

fall into this category. Additionally, they called for a

ban on all long range cruise missiles and on development of

new ICBMs. Finally, they added that SDI would have to stop.

The Soviets agreed to talk separately with the UK and Fl-ance

about short range INF missiles in Europe. The US cried

foul. First, this would cut the US INF force but not the

Soviet one. Second, SDI would be gone. Third. the Soviets

would only deal away their INF for British and French

reductions (114:26,28-29).

Right before the summit, each side threw one more INF

prouu=ci Oit tLie cable. The US proposed that th INF

ceiling be set at 450 warheads, not counting British and

French missiles. The Soviets countered that the US deploy

120 GLCMs and no Pershing IIs and that they would decrease

SS-20s to equal the then combined warheads of the US, UK and

France. They would also freeze their Asian SS-20 force.

Plus, they delinked this proposal from SDI. Before the US

could respond, the summit occurred (115:19-20).

At the summit, Reagan and Gorbachev pledged that Dotn

sides would accelerate the arms control negotiations. They

agreed in principie to reduce arms by 50 per cent. Which

arms they did not specify. There was no agreement on SDI:
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however-, they did agree to negotiate a separate INF

agreement not linked to SDI (68:9. 102:23).

Post-Geneva Prorress.

Mikhail Gorbachev began 1986 on a grand scale. In a

February speech to the 27th Communist Party Congress, he

outlined a three part plan to eliminate nuclear weapons Ly

the year 2000. In part one. lasting five to eight years,

all '_JS and Soviet INFs would be rerioved frorm Eir'j>.

strategic weapons would be r-educed 50 Der cent, both Se

would renounce space weapons and a ban on nuclear testiiig
wou'd be agreed to. Part two would see the end of -,t-caa

nuiclear weapons and part three would eliminate the rest.

For the first time, he also came out in support of on-site

verification of all this elimination (10:18, 68:10).

The US, while lauding Gorbachev's lofty goals. saw a

few ambiguities in his speech. Would he remove his SS-20s

from Europe and put them in Asia? Were the French and

British missiles to be counted? Would he object to current

plans to modernize the British and French forces? Finally.

was the INF removal linked in any way to Star Wars? No

answers were readily available from the Kremlin (10:19'.

Reagan countered with an offer to eliminate TNF in three and

a half years; 50 per cent in 1987 and the rest in 1990. No

Soviet reply was heard (63:51) . The Soviets did, however.

say there were again no preconditions for an INF deal.
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Reagan was for that, as 1ong as demands for inclusion ,f

French and British missiles were dropped (99:52).

Another Summit is Planned.

The process then seemed to move forward. In April.

another summit was planned. This one would occur in

November 1986, and INF was to be the main topic. 3ome even

thougbt a treaty was possible (90:38). in uly, the twL

.ountr'es exchanged scientific teams equipped with seismic

devices for listening to each other's nuclear tesls ; I: .

Reagan sent a delegation to Moscow in August Lu Lgin to

work towards Aiie summit and ti , D iron out IN- p-cb ems

Not much progress was made, but the two sides agreed toD me-

again (61:22).

In September the idea of a summit was thrown into

complete doubt. The US arrested a Soviet United Nations

employee, Gennadi Zakharov, tor spying. in response, me

Soviets detained US News and World Report reporter Nicholas

Dariloff. While the US Congress and parts of the Cabinet

clamored for President Reagan to call off talks and plans

for the summit, Reagan thought otherwise. He wanted a

summit and was willing to continue to negotiate with the

Soviets while trying to secure the freedom of Daniloff

i1361 . In the end, Zakharov was expelled, and Daniiff

was freed by the Soviets. The summit was still alive.

Gorbachev again stated in October that an INF agre!ement

could :, reached without bringing SDI into the picture. He
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proposed a European ceiling of 100 warheads per side. The

US agreed but pushed for an Asian ceiling of 100 as well.

The Soviets agreed to some limit but would not be tied down

to a figure. The Western Europeans were satisfied with a

ceiling of 100, as they did not really want to get rid of

all NFs. They had fought hard to get them on their own

soil and did not want to lose them now. The oviets na.i

seemingly Iropped demands for counting Eyir sh a' renIh

missiles and even intimated they might not object to Brizish

and French modernization. un-site verification Yequ-:nry'n.'-

had not yet been agreed to, and some in the US thoughtn vh,

US desires would be stringent enough to kill th- whalp iF

deal (21:19-20).

The Reykjavik Summit.

As usual. Gorbachev had a few surprises ready. RAagan

had hoped for a full blown ceremonial summit, perhaps in

Washington. However, in October, Gorbachev proposed that

the two just conduct a "mini-summit" in Reykjavik, iceland.

where tney could get personally involved in the arms control

process. Gorbachev also hintpd he might push for twc

additional years compliance with the SALT II Treaty in

exchange for an INF deal (13:26). Reagan agreed to the

Reykjavik summit, and the two met for two days in Octo-ber.

Gorbachev's real surprise was yet to come. He offered

again to lower strategic arms by 50 per ctn". He also

changed the !NF deal: he proposed no INFs in Europe and a



:e i ing of 100 in As i-i. with the US keeping 100 --r-_wher :

th e US. Then came the stunnter. The who, le dteal, including

the INE portion, was as linked to SDI. fhe US must promise

not to develop. test or deploy SDI capabilities ror ten

years. An Gorbachev was not budging on this. Reagan. did

not budge either. H-e rfiat out rejected this deal, arid the

.'~>p. . 31i 1rnmi t ended seerring ly a disaster 41:0 7.

:r-evj dVk Tn Ions.

The pot-ekai' ec oswere ixd

2ongress fe t P,a~lar hald gone to far W: 1 ~ ~n

nowever,.ot1niS n, i4ictW

wais ne Id to, blamet for the- Reykiavik rakonb,

one margin. Also, most of the UO's allies were- in, i j~ or

Reagan not backing down (11:25). A week ladter, Gutnabnev

repeated that his Reykjavik offers were still open

S3hulrtz anid Soviet FoeinMinister- Eduar-d Sleada1er

for two days in November on a salvage mission, but no

pr'DgreSS Was mdle anL1 teach side blamed the othe-r (1'9 l,.

The situation, got worse beforet- it got bettei- Thne US-

-i i r-1it was sot 1i 1 trying to( wor k ni IINF lea l arn(A a per j~

st rvat '-rgic r-ouct ion. The USSj DR felt- th US wh t-i

, wr rr-orit a statementi Redgan mcde_ at Re-1~ 1I:u

> e. win te nuj(_ Ielt We_-pun.- i ten ", 2

Ia it (",II,) ri, h US p o -Ii VlI I was. 3 a aeSI r e t.K'r n,- nlu. 1A

we aponis but noD el iminat ion wou ld occur without dr-aat i c

covntoia1reductin The NATO a i e were glad to he i- i



this. as they felt the removal of all nuclear weapons from

Europe without conventional reductions would leave them open

to Warsaw Pact conventional aggression (89:61).

Next, the US officially and overtly violated the terms

of the SALT iI treaty. By deploying its 13st B-52 equipped

with ALCMs and not dismantling a Poseidon submarine, they

went over the limit on strategic launchers. In no tilme, the

Soviet Foreign Ministry announced it would here to sri 'j

its arsenal (70:43)

The Relationship Thaws.

7ust as US-Soviet relations seemed headed for iciness

reminiscent of 1984, the thaw began again, in Janua ..ry...

there were hints that the Soviets wanted to negotiate again

and may be willing to compromise on SDI (14:17). Talks

resumed. Then in March, Gorbachev made an offer. if the JJ

removed all its INFs from Europe, the Soviets would.,

No strings were attached. INF talks which were to go on

hiatus in March were continued, and Shultz went to Moscow to

talk with Schevardnadze. The Soviet plan would take five

years to accomplish and would still allow for !00 missiles

in Asia and :; j in the US (9L:38).

In Match, the US presented its ve, ification proposal

for ,tn NF treaty. It included visits to sites tu, witness

mi:ssile destruction, observance of missile dismantling, 71

permanent observation post where the 100 missiles would be

kept, observers on the perimeter of production plants checks
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of shipments in and out and short notice inspections if

credibility problems arose (30:633, 56:14). It was not

known if the Soviets would accept this, although the US

negotiators saw little problem with American compliance to

it. However. in a speech in April, Gorbachev said he

would demand verification and inspection "everywhere

18:21.

e~ ~ Louble Zero

The next hindrance tht arose was,: s-e srt-_r rar-g.

missiles, those with ranges of 300 to 600 miles. rhe

c-iiclsm levied on the proposed treaty as it stood was -_h.=

when the long range INFS (600-3400 miles range. were gre.

the Soviets would be ahead in Europe in short range INFs

(SRINF) by 500 warheads to zero (91:39). Along with tneir

verification proposal, the US team began hinting they would

push for some linkage of these short range weapons 156:14.

In fact, in April, they did link the two. Shuitz

proposed that the Soviets freeze their SRINFs and ailow the

US to build up to equal strength. Gorbachev quickly

responded that he would remove all his SRINFs within1 ore

year of US Senate ratification of a treaty it the UJS pledged

rvt to buiid any. Shuitz demurred until talking with the

President and the allies. Gorbachev even proposed a nUJi,-_i

free Europe, but Shultz rejected that (18:21-22) . West

Germany was the key. It was the target of most of the

Soviet SRINFs. When Chancellor Helirut Kohl backed
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elimination of all longer range -and shorter range INFs, the

US agreed in principle to this "Double Zero" proposal

(82:33).

Clearinq the Final Hurdles.

There were still fears in the US that Gorbachev would

again link an INF agreement to SDI. His popularity wds on

the increase; Reagan was having domestic troubles.

especially regarding the Iran-Contra affair. On

surface, Reagan needed a summit and agreement worse r:-an did

Gorbachev (51:30). Would Gorbachev use this to his

advantage? In July, Moscow let it be known tha they weve

looking to tie 'an INF deal to a framework agreement that

spells out key provisions on deep reductions of strategi-

arms and bans testing/deployment of SDI in space" (51:30).

Also, the US was still pushing for a global rerm-o'vai of

INFs. The Soviets wanted to keep their 100 micsiies in

Asia. In June, they also called for the US to remove

Pershing !A missiles from West Germany. Technically. the

missiles belonged to Germany, but the nuclear warheads

belonged to the US. The Pershing IA range put it into the

SRINF category. The US felt removal of these weapons would

strain its relationship with West Germany, and the two

countries had plans to upgrade them to short range Pershiig

I! s so the US rejected this proposal. (111:18, 51:30).

In August, Gorbachev linked the two issues. He would

agree to a global zero if the US removed the 72 Pershing
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1A s from Germany. He also said that just leaving the iA's

in and not upgrading them was not an acceptable option. He

also voiced dismay over an announced US plan to redeploy its

GLCMs to ships. The US backed off from this plan and agreed

to destroy all the GLCMs, but still insisted the Pershing

lA's were German and should not be counted (111:18, 58:4).

The Germans announced in September that they would retire

ali 72 Pershing IA-s when the US and USSR fully compilef.

with the terms of any INF agreement. This move satisfied

all parties. and the two sides were now very close to fina l

terms on the INF Treaty (36:I2-13).

The few problems with the verification methods were

also closed up in September in a rather surprising way. The

US backed down on the requirement for a short 24-hour notice

inspections at missile sites and factories. The FBI. CIA

and some allies were very concerned of what the Soviets

might see that they should not if they took advantage of the

short notice inspections (36:13).

Treaty Signature.

In late September, Schevardnadze visited Washington to

hammer out the last few details. He and Shultz announced

the treaty would be ready to sign at a summit in the US in

by the end of autumn (16:14). In working out the kinks, the

Soviets wanted the Pershing lA's written into the treaty.

but the US said that it was a unilateral act by Germany, not

to be covered in a US-USSR treaty. When asked what the US
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would do with the warheads. Shultz said they would be taken

apart like the warheads in the treaty. This satisfied

Schevardnadze, and he dropped the request for Pershing 1A

inclusion (36:14-16). The hurdles were all cleared, or so

it seemed.

Shultz visited Moscow one last time. to finalize summit

details in late October. and Gorbachev told him that the

signing of the INE Treaty was not reason enough Tr holdit a

summit. He wanted to talk about Star Wars. W hen

Schevarlinadze had last visited the US, he had brought new

Soviet concessions on certain types of space testing, m.

,3orbachev wanted to push for an SDI deal. He saw that

Congress was pushing for some SDI limitations, and he

believed Reagan was very anxious to have a summit. He even

offered to lower the land ICBM subceiling currently being

discussed in the START negotiations (49:56-57).

Gorbachev's gamble backfired. Reagan again stated he would

not link INF and SDI. Around the world the outcry against

Gorbachev's ploy was loud and clear. The following week.

Gorbachev proposed an early December summit in US to sign

the INF Treaty. Reagan accepted, and on 8 December, the two

men signed the 1NF Treaty (55:50-51, 87:17).

Treaty Contents.

The terms of the INF Treaty are very simple to

understand. All missiles with rarges of 621 to 3418 miles

would be destroyed in three years. All missiles with ranges
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of 311 to 621 miles would be destroyed in 18 months. The

treaty bans flight testing of any missiles within these

ranges. Neither country can produce stages or launchers for

these missiles (75:A4).

Each country must notify the other as to when and where

they will eliminate its missiles. Within 30 days of

ratificatin, each side could inspect all missile Ioatmon--

and related installaticns to confi-m all the missile

the two sides had already exchanged. Each Coun -y art

witness missile destruction and inspect the sites afterwari

(75:A4).

The treaty allows short notice inspections at various

agreed to locations for thirteen years. During the first

three years, 20 inspections per year are allowed. After

that the number drops to 15 per year for the nextr five years

and ten per year for the last five years of the verification

agreement. Neither side will interfere with the other s

National Technical Means (75:A4).

Treaty Ratification.

Now all that remained was for the US Senate to ratify

the treaty. Three separate Senate committees, Foreign

Relations, Armed Forces, and Intelligence, reviewed the

treaty before the full Senate had a chance to debate it

(54:31). While ratification was never much in doubt, there

was great fear that certain Senators might try and succeed

in attaching amendments to the treaty that would require
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renego1i Lon with the Joviets. ine Senator, Jesse -Helms of

North Carolina, was dead set against the treaty and would go

to great lengths to try to block ratification. He simply

did not trust the Soviets to honor the terms of the treaty.

First he argued that the warheads would not actually be

destroyed. He was rebuffed on the point that the US had

actua iv insisted on this c ond I,- to prtect eq. nst

possible short ages of nuclear material aid t-. p,- ent te

Soviets from having access to US techroiogy In tis £i--i

(54:31) .

He next had help from Senator Larry Pressler o F h

Dakota. He tried to float an amendment that wouli requir-,

the Soviets to reduce their conventional forces in Europe to

levels equal to US deployment before the Senate could ratify

the treaty. Admiral Crowe, Chairman of the JCS, argu-d

against this, saying the treaty was 'sufficient, veraifao~e

and had no impact on NATO's furdamental strategy (54:1).

In early April, the US and USSR set a date in late May

for Reagan to visit the Soviet Union (20:18). Reagan

expressed hopes that he would have a ratified treaty to)

bring with him to Moscow (105:AI5 . However. tere was -i

long road to travel befire ratification would become a

real ity.

While reviewing the treaty, the Armed Services

Coffmittee became concerned that, while the it banned

existing nuclear and non-nuclear missiles., nuthing was said
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of bans on any type of futuristic missiles using lasers or

other technology. While Reagan contended they were

implicitly banned and Moscow agreed, Senator Sam Nunn of

Georgia, head of the Committee, stated an amendment to the

treaty might be required. Of course, Reagan did not agree

(34:A6, 74:Ai . 105:A15).

Another battle began brewing with the introduction of

the Biden amendment. Named after Senaor joe Eiden :f

Maryl.and, this amendment dealt with incerpre atin 01 nhe

treaty. Many Democratic Senators believed President Rheagan

had benh using a liberal interpretation of the i?-3 AS

Treaty with the SDI program. The Senators did no: wan:

Reagan or any other president reinterpreting the !NF Treaty

without Senate consultation or approval (04A6j.

Verification problems also cropped up as raificanion

neared. An argument arose over certain Soviet storage

containers. These containers, while not big enough to store

a whole SS-20, could store certain stages of the missile.

The US argued the USSR gave it the right to look in these

containers back in December before signature. The Soviets

now disputed this point t33:AI). Also, conflict started

over which buildings the US could inspect. Each site was

put on maps, with boundary lines drawn. The US wanted t, Le

able to inspect any building within the boundary lines. The

Soviets wanted the US in only certain marked buildings.

There was also a dispute as to whether the US could use
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cameras within tl- boundaries for verification purposes

(35:AI .

Meanwhile, all three committees did recommend full

Senate ratification, given the problems were resolved.

Senator Majority Leader Robert Byrd announced full Senate

debate would begin on 9 May. and that President Reagan 

trip to Moscow was not to be thought of ar a deau" ine fr

-a ifrca:ion -4:A7;. A Sovietr i t- ,aTs1-r- g b 3''-

weekrend before saneduied debate wa s termed arbiguus , ..

enough to answer Senate concerns. Additlonaliy. he e

surprisingly ca* 'ed for 7he US to destroy 1 ershln,:n

stored in the U_,S belonging to Germany 35:Ai)

When on '9 May these ornhlems had not been resolved.

Byrd postponed the debate. In a move to show firm US

commitment to ensuring a fair agreement. the White House

agreed that it was important to clear up tnese probI ems.

Reagan sent Shultz to Geneva to speak with Scheverdnadze and

try to reach agreement on the verification problems and tre

new Pershing IA issues (35:Ai).

Within two days, the two had solved the problems. on

the futuri3tlc missiles concern, both sides again igr'eed

that the treaty banned any and all missiles with ranges ,:or

300 toi 3000 miles. On all the other points of Senite

contention. the Soviets relented. The US could look i-n a e

smaller containers, it could inspect all buildings within

agreed to boundary lines and it could use cameras in
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verificatIo. The So viets aiso backed down on the Pershing

IA when the US agreed to tell them how many were stored and

-here they were located (35:AI,AS). National Security

Advisor Colin Powell and Shultz briefed Senate leaders, and

Byrd announced debate would begin on 16 May (80:Ai, 73 :A9.

Once debate began. supporters of the treaty had to fend

off many amendments. They voted down a Helms .mendment

stating G<,rbacnev was not the i 6gi, truy sog f

because did not hold the title of President (73:A!T_

Republican Senator Steve Symms of Idaho wanted to delay

rat itication unt il Reagan could prove rhe Soviets had

complied with the last five arms control agreements. This

amendment was voted down also (77:3). A provision to ban

production of rocket stages compatible with Soviet INFs was

rejected. A Helms amendment calling for Reagan to cetfv

the actual number of SS-20s the Soviets claimed to have was

turned down (72:A1,A13).

Senate leddership was becoming exasperated. Before ::e

President could have a ratified treaty, the Senate had to

finish debate and amendments to the actual treaty, then

draft its resolution on the treaty. They had not gotten off

the actual treaty yet. By 24 Mdy, Helms was the remaining

hinderer, in a move to stop him, Senators Byrd and Do le

filed a petition to invoke cloture. This would allow

amendments to be proposed until noon on 25 May. Then a vote

for cloture, requiring 60 votes, would occur. If the
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clo~ture reso lut iun passed. fuirthe-r detate -In the r~t

would last no more than -30 hours ( 76 :A! ,Ai4) He ls

surrendered the next day, promising not to stand in the way

of ratification (72:A1).

The Senate did vote in favor -)f the interpretatioDn

ampendment, 72-27, although it would not require

t-rego:tiati--n (3-i:A511 The pre-si-dent wovuld o3c*.-<

1itIn ar ri -I ec e ive Deiat ri LrI i T: ie -- ur :-------

To apeaseHe Ims, another- add~tio--nwol eui-

preside~nt to- consult with the S)enate a-nd TOboran

othner acreements were signed or beror-e he agr--ec w--:n a

Soviet leader on- a framework orany futuren-eO t

t7q9:A1, 75:A4).

On 27 May 1988. the US Senate ratified the INF Treaty

by a vote of 93 to 5. President Reagan had already lenft ror-1

the Moscow summit, but TAhit-e House Chief ot Staff Ho-waral

Baker was waiting in Washington to pick up the treat-y. Ey

the= time Reagan reached the Soviet Unio-n. he was c-arrying

tefirst ratified arms coto ireaty bjetween the uie

. rates and the Soviet Union in sixttr yeas i7:A.-
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!NF and SALT : A Cotmpar ison

The Negotiation Process.

Any negotiation process, when examined, will revecti

many it-erat-ions of proposals and counterpropoisals.

ccmoromises and hard linel stanc-es. These thr-ee S" -T r

ar.swere ,-o difre-eri:.K-,vr

i frecs b e tw ee-n thiem thiat -are worth- 7 me v-ii 1-:

ius. ",- ensure basic striategi: pai-iyZ 7 11 7'

cigar .,.anted parity utnder IIT . 1rut was i50.K r

cut back on each side's 1. iinch vehL.cles. By 1l ~ai

Reagan wanted to deal for tot'al elimination of o-ne --Ia~so

Iniss IIe.

I .Ie yen tjcrat ion D arce of the r;D a ls K54-it

thie years. While all the- US could realistically, pushi-, f:in

bothF SALT rnegot jatioris was NT1M due- to: Sovi.et ei a.re

INF taiks saw the fiist re-al push and elzi'noo-s-

-icr -if icat ion.

The opening postures of the US were as T'r

dii'retIn SALT, the US:- was- orcrt ang a

talks beg,jc tihe Soviets had been ir-ploICY11f

yea-,rs. bjut the US was still1 two year-s away r t.,m u ly irig

its first GLCM or Pershing II> Yet tI.e US. It11aI ly '- lt
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deal with nhe missiles they d id not have, as if they w-r

bagainig chips to be pilayed laver.

Weapon systems or capabilities perceived as possibie

bargaining chips were present in all the negotiations. in

SALT I, the Soviets were beginning to develop a mobile 1CB.

whle the US was testing MIRV capability. During SAILT !,

the Soviets had the heavy so-lo, and tne VS n*. , the AL:7-

Threse ]-=veIpnewnts porhaps cool! ha:,.v-< h- . 7: ii- i :

conc;,_essionhs and i odukct ion-s by the _.ih-er s i0L_ . HDWOV =I. .

sz;e Wit ; the cacabi o;iv Aid nc wanct ti " - - ,-

and the - ie without it did no. wa-- 7D aj w .

that wold lack it out n developint t, -"----

Hence. neither side wanted to deal, and the systems war-

deterred to future negotiations. in the MIRV case, _he

fai lure .o control this capai] 1 ity in i'1 was a Pan:

contribution to the huge buildup of warheads in the >71s.

The Soviets did develop the technology, and the US cr oiin c,

to replace single warhead missiles with Mi ... nes.

During the INF negotiations. the US playied both wy.--

with bargaining chips. Once the dep£lwymentr bgan, n,,

Euromissiles became a bargaining chip that the US wa

atuaiy willing to trade for S-'iet vonces ons. .

a , pe,-p •  i l,,wked anr 35DI a.z a 0,,0 ga lk,, rg ,_M!it. 1- r 'I" :v;

Reig,: h his prilm chatnoce 0o use it th t way' 1 V- ,

he surprised many people by not concedirg ary o.f rin Sv

Wars progri t, s m: Y an I NF dt, . barh P"nes. th-



ma ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 . te ih:nv aa (t n deal he wantedbyi

he aes g and -, L,-Ms. bu t no t re ent i ng ,n SDI

Another difference that has been mentioned was the

involvPrtent of NAi() in mhe INF afs Never hLffo:re in-

nun ear arms controi had the JSbeen required, t Sucrh 3

h igh (degree, t) -consul arnd seek appr'&-va Ifo cre

I-,n t:r i S in tu1-e long ru-n, i acUai Y r t t .

7~. . .

'iL~.~ 1 fa fu t F. 1 - ,

Cnnr Ih dPI 711 e 7 Ihilma i ,d e ten ces be Io utec

rather straight',Diwdrd arnd significant. SALT a'>wdf~

-gro:wth in the c lass of mi~ssiles rlegDt iated; IMPF e Si de

Inu rdel fou r per cent Dft he w ' t 's iiun .

w testrroye under thfrnI Fr Tredty hiAL.

w - -)r 1 imi1t:edi durat 1 n; 1- iTF 1 -r .3 is 'Yn 1S

.AT T t t 1 p, s al io tuj -vr F L -,a TyN in

Thle N F Tre i ea 'I y a 1:_'vS r l U- of NTM bi-i



Between NATO's December 1'979 dual track dec:isio-n and

tnie beginning of TNF riecrotiationrs irn November 1981, US INE

goals were evolved somewhat. With the dual track eion

NATO decided to eploy INF fo-r two easons. Firs, h

ti :e n i t nn C rls l-s W*-U ! j L V

zurpean- war- b~-er D uTi, U p'~~>wrercr

an!n NF deplyment ceca S wt oec (a M

was commniited (5:12), Second. NATO saw the INF

as a riecessary countermove to- thtt Soviets deplo Dymeit

tur iee warnea:i _SS.- ZC med iumi ran-ge i~ an-- Zts __f1 r f .

r e g ions The 3SD-2.,0 ci learl I iu y he IiCU d 1Af 1~ i-(

in a_-n imbalance,, giving the Soviets ani overwhelin-g

odaisntage ini teris of niumbe-rs -an-d capabil ities ,6:23,

At T-h is po-,i nt ,the, U.'s 1and NAT O- s) goas wr Z

~ ~, NF ru . it West ei- Eui -e i)y 3~. a!-,d -i

-.,I- h ;-' he I-a~> r r I -,- ton I ? -lS

Ci' 0r_ I 1 -s 1r -- .

p, 011 b i a z',ro opiior. NAP- Uwii),1d dpom



DoW i et. y' ie 1ceo~ a n~-ecnumber 1 ess ha n t hat_ (~:-I r4u,

By the time negotiations began, 't was clear that the US

and NATO believed that the second reason for deployment was

t he one they -would exploit in negotiations. The very

existence of Reagan's zero option meant thaict the ri f1i rt

argument was untenable. If INF was truly needeld r- p104l a

r~~ecigaY ~~ L 1t tO af ~- iJ .71 W a Ips L ..-

sN thelld -o~t iimat Id the i r S S-U S:

-fas bes.ides warrighrimyg capailit y ta _,

n I s dec isioDn. Ev enr thoifugh it nlever- P IL,:poj

of apro-US government in Europe. the "pace~ rt t-- t, d

inany Europeans did have its effect on government dIc is ionrs .

OJne of the prirnme reasons for put su inrg t-he neg i at I . ::

'fthe_ dual tratck decision was thsat the Europeanc aers-,

n-ot: feel they co,_uld get approvzil for- IN? deploymet - n t:1 in

count ries if they were not also pdiuln_ oinways to: 1 mu it

ve-ry arms f30 :z37).

The - upgrading of NAT,() s TUE aIso- bry oughr 1hrs11:met

p-,_pie of Europe theacca- lij.elihoJd 'and damage-

-te with a EuroDpean, -ar Now tat bot,*h ilew.K

V_ : iepFL wi) t , i Op t -t.. m

~~isier fL lmale a Wir. nZA 1 p. re- i'

rill 5~ 1s bcted _)n their- so a uu themriselives Liep m

JL, or te Jvj< rurs I LjtL- t1he _rul/ the Fi rh



had land based long range missiles. Now, the Pei-shings arid

GLCMs would be in five countries throughout Europe_ Any

proposal to eliminate them, especially if this elimination

meant they would never be deployed, looked like a good deal.

Hence the zero option proposal was welcomed and hailed by

most Western observers (6:26-27).

Through the course of the neqotiation-s, the goai ,if

Ie N rK wuJ -Idw:Je iid :;h.rnge a oat. Y, wh - :. .

U]s[S st~ated it wcui~ ,o ccept not-rer-o iirnqis t r:a i - i.

agreement on INF but that zero was Still tmate *,.±l

- rLls was just really a move to get the the stalled tas

going (12:14).

Also, the US's position on the Asian SS-2Os moved in

and out of the zero option goal. Up until four months

before the treaty was signed, the US was resagnr d P- _

100 SS-20 s in Asia, but they managed to convince th-e

Soviets to dismantle those also (111:18).

Reagan stated his goal of a world wide eiimiinatin of

INF Fi 1981. Between then and treaty ratification, he wts

fo, ced to make some concess i ons to tht woLd have

compromised that goal. T' er- he never abandoned the

g. 1 and as has ben shown in chapter thie , the fI INK

,Jr..'nt lid indeedvield A total bau ,n - i..t,

nc: I r- missiles.

From the start of negot iations. the US Advocated

advancements a ri ye- i fcat ion techniques . Reagan and h is
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aidies were proponents of on-site inspect ion. It toojk the US;:

negotiating team nearly five years. but in March l936 ii

finally completed its draft proposal for treaty verification

and presented it to the Soviets (30:241). By then,

Gorbachev h-ad alreacay accepted in principle the idea

(68:10). The US maintained this goal throughout the ,eiriio

negotiations and with Soviet concurrence was abletoatr

3 ;~~r~sv agi eP~t:o e o

Did the US achieve all its goals wit-h teIN? T

Through the treaty. the US brought about the fimn&o

;al 1 _he - )-, lve t s ' me di1um ra n ge mnais i -s . This was a .

in I 79 withi the d-ua-l ti-ack Ciijlarnd reiterat J - m

President Reagan's zero option. The zero option was inde.ed

realized. The agreement contains by far the most

coniiprehensiv/e verification guidelines ever incorpor-ated iLnt

d treaty between the superpowers. This too was something111'

the US wanted from the beginning of the negotiations.

One area seeii-s to have been forgotten, however. VqTIe n

t he d ualI track decision was mrade. half the reason fcir it. wa_

to byrig to Eulro:pez a middle ground in NATO's warfightarng

spectrum of weapons in support of flexible response i5:12').

Now, the missiles will not be in Europe to piro-vid-e this

p a~ce r tre puzzle. In the_ aLsrv--e of teewaos hc

co dperhaps h-o Id the Soviet conver-t anal 1 orces c Lba f

fear of usage, a land b-Xtle in Europe mnight be won by the
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side with tEhe most ores This is clearly the So~vieT

Union.

The imbalance in conventional forces has existed for a

very long time, longer, in fact, than the SS-20s have been

At otnd. However, it appears more important today that tht-

US do something to achieve some sort of parity in fre

between NATO and the Warsaw Pact in Europe. The NAT70

it llary cmmnjjy i 5 y and t h e D,; w ei - !D,. i~ni n r ±; zr

Treaty arid iris ISt thal~t they, San a.1ii p.fr roini t1

mision In Europe. bDuthe are Very' MUCh 11- favor, or)

riegotiations on cor,._nventunai ro_-rces tnat- wvuld(:

asymmnetr ical cuts result inrg in thnis parity. On)l iv I I~ W

tell whether an agreement of this type will be reache-d. I.,

the meantime. defense posturing will have to be done with a

large disadvantage in ti-oops and nio INF to back them iup

Soviet Goals.

From the time ot the dual t-rack decision, it w,-as F.,

oomysterious :-,at the 01 ilme Soviet goal1 was to ecCe o

-:i ima nat ion -,f US--' mediutm range mi ssii es from Eul oPed n

while maintaining crn INF force of their own. As NATO_- wcla:

beginning to,- coalesce on dual track, the USSR begjan

alteinately rattling sabers arid miakinig proposals. Thi.3

proDcess would continue unrltil I TNE deployment in la 93I-3.

For four years they made proposal afte:r proposal.

vJ utee ingto cut back the number of S'S-20s- in their



inventory if NATO would not deploy INF. They obviously

failed in achieving this goal. and for two reasons. Fiist

they overestimated the anti-nuclear sentiment in Western

Europe. They counted on mass protests, which occurred, and

the toppling of pro-US governments, which did not (6:27-29).

Second, and related to the first, they underestimated

the combined resolve of NATO to deploy. When in November

I'93 they announced they would walk fut o taks

teployment ,ccu-red, it was their last chance -t 1r t

apart the allies. If one country saw the end of a

too det arienta 1, it might not accept the miss Ies

NATO held fast and deployment began, the Soviets waled

of the talks, realizing they had failed in obtaining th.eii

primary goal (38:70, 68:3). For two moie years the Soviets

made proposals that would leave the US witlIout INE cuid ].-

Soviets with INF, but once the NAT) deployment began th-re

was never any thought that NATO would agree to a deal like

that.

Accordingly, Soviet goals changed after the walk,ut.

Tue US had recently announced the beginning of the 3L, 

program, and the Soviets saw this as a system th, * they did

zniJt want to have to counter. The costs would be tremendous

If the U" c.l11d field even a pa tLial space she ld.

with its existing capabilities, the US would achieve vast

superiority in warfighting capability. The Soviets see SDI

as just entirely too destabilizing (68:5-6, 94:15).
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.Ys a eso itf Soviet -jpin -.n S a bou.ti SE>the oox

A ~ -OL i SDI *' -LcC55UFL ft --i -he TJS in it ha~

for an TNF deal. SDI was already caus-ing major problems in

the START talk6. Here. too, the USSR was looking for US

1 irii-tz on the program to secure a deal on long rangte

missiles. So, they applied the same iigic- toj NF. Nu

QqIeswas mjade fuoy a year o-n TNF , becai-e A r 1

H4:-we-ver. Itu1at was nit-z. the eno t-1 it

/~j v' k t Lo ba -h ev ie-d agA i. Vl, uyi1

b:udge on, SDI,. INF go', ijowhere rol sax mon1-th1-S un i i :

gavie up and agreed to ant unulinked INF deal. close zu tine L

.Dpt i :in proposalI The Sveswish ra AO ,e

Persning Iis and GLCMs wa s z3o L st n ito deja I - r -1Tiy I L

(41 : 20, 1:38).

W11/y had the Soviets fdiled toD meet anot her ine

g.is i the, INE negotiations? On esnwas the-

i -I rrars Igero o- I)f R,n a I d R,-,aiga. rt ie jvi.u.ua ~~

chreto secuie a (deal1 for no INF in, Europe if 7e doreI

notE~l Hodv opSI e diid not give In :7,-.261 -4 1~

the- lis cy of hispr d-e n. ,eiaiij :

K~in~es~s ons o SDI.

NATO again played at part in s-toppinig the Soviets fi

getting SDI concessions. More than- oine NATO 1 cadet Lack ohe,
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Reagan on his p plan. and most U'S al i le approved of tlie

actions ReaganD t>ok at- Reykjavik 1:5

In the end, the Soviets did achieve part of their major

goal: the Pershing IIs and GLC-Ms will leave Eurupe.

However, the cost was a lot more than they had hoped it

would in 1979. Instead of paring back deployment in EuroDpe.-

they will lose 1752 missiles in Europe and Asia.

Str tC 1 s

USStaees

Thre U S used at very daring --veial l stl-ategy

INF negotiations, and they were iimtiyvr

wit-h it. That strategy -was the zeio option plan. a6

propoJsed by Reagan, o-n the eve of the first rot-und rD .Ir-S.!

NC~vember 1981. Given that the Soviets had been ioin

SS-20s fo--r a lmost four years and the US-" w -s at11 i t- I ja

rwoj ye ars away frmits f irst INKF dep lojyrent . Lht re.

seemed almost outrageous. The Soviets wanted to talk abouJtt

nucleai c apable airtraft ini Euicope and also- abo,-ut 75raisi

andFrechnucea weapons. Reagan was 'havin-g rn f ta

H- wanrte--d a stiight swap: UJS INF for- USSR INF. niu inut, .

les-s. To think the So:viets would abaindoni depi loyed apn

in ecal4-fr weojpons still being tetLed seemred nai t

the tiiiL2:i13-il4, 60:25-2'.*)).

Reagan and the allies held str~oj uni this point,

howeve-r- and nut surprisingly, talks went nowhere for quite
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s.iietme. Th,: --,-v iets s imp ly wei e riot wil i ig to rrake t'i is

trIa de and c_-oint i i -u-:i mak i rig p I --I Pj'i I t11-,ugl 1 190-5" wh-iIch

allowed them some missiles and allowed the US none.

The question of negotiating aircraft was never really a

major point. However, the Fr-ench and UK missiles was a

stunibli rig block fo-r a lonrg t ime. The SoJviets believed -tnati

since these missiles wer-e stationed in Europe uadcu:

ct V C 11gu 1 1 t i "Il -,u '~. -

until Gorbachev started to link TNF to SDDi did theSoit

move away from Frenich and British missile i nc:lusin For-

th e jS . the strateg(_y pa id o f f; 1i1i th e enrd, t,-he Bri1tash

Frt-nc'h rrissi les are rot a pairt of the INF Ta eary.

The US did _omrpirmise a little on tht z.ero: J op 111 pa.

Reagan realized after- a few years of limited pors u

toJ itwst jeotiate whe hi ide of the tabieha

~.W~i5 l -is ta IVeI'. Whenr -i lks- resume:-d a ya a:. t,--.

Soviet walkout, Reagan stated he would accept equal C'- 2n~

,_) iNF anywhe re fr:zero to 57' (the rnumber 2f N3Li ai

r~:sn~:~ s t hed~p~ydu a ti<.~h hiI - L±

62, :1) E'tui ly. as chapter tha cc shiowed, z7C- A woas toie

,,umber settled on,.
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Also, the US was willingto co-rnprurnise Lfor a whie c

rhe A:: idn SS-2 Os. Eur~ope wI-s thie pr imaiy ax es, of ~ce

and the US was willing to allow 100 missiles in Asia. in

fact, this condition was in drafts of the treaty up until

the very end (21:19, 91:38. The US made a last attempt a:-

jgfttinq the Asian mitssIes dis.mantled arnd Gorbachev re.

Gorbachev tied the Asian zer-) ro some ag irig 1PCI -sli-Ig '-A i-

avd 'zr~e Jo I z 1--~-

7 cm j e1Iaii, ~ .i~

A~~e ~ ~ 1- lOC 3 ' 2iI iCtCJ ~2

proposalI i n 1986. Gorbacnev hadl alre ady agi -ed

conicept o)f r1-s ite ver i f i cat ion . t hat rime. !it, -

Col~iit t e(d to anckry p.A I t I Cu11ai I S Thie 1JS w-

winriessiu'r rlnxss=iIe destruc1(t1 i~n arid X.

in-spect ionis at -SI t- pr-evlOUS y used Ic jCIT P1

1n-d dieL 1 cyllment o-f the misz-s i I -s In l(questio n 2U0

1!e ext year., the oveswere rat htrrocnfn a.

riicat ionl 1ssue . st ii 1 agr-ee i ng ur~ ly Lo thr c -1p u

riojt r te detL 1 s. The- US did no_-t waver arty in i t

ltr rriiltritn to achiev,,e rigid guidetIines . In A,,., il2

c nec lnuuniced he: woul IcuSi ~n vet ricc

ilnspectionis Iat leaist as rigid as3 the US pco- si

had t'hought up the idea k18: 21) The US actually

sucessully backed d-jw- on~ the number- of locat iost
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included in the short n,,ice lnspectiorns agreement, so as V c

plvtect some sites from S0"- iet sci /iny !36:13 .

When verification problems arose during the Senates

ratification process, the U)S again took a hard line and

stayed with it. Through this tactic they obtained Soviet

concessions deain ~g wirh which missile stage contairoers

co._uld be senaich ..-. which hUilin g sCOU £ be in~spet ed .. . -=

rkve ase : f wa:,_11 1as ,w, f! PU " D- [,_ _.:.P " 17:- A-2 .

A - - og the negtwl:tirs, Wlmlhni 'nA X 2 - N7

oeu oyM~eLt SDI W* vae ticat. issues, 75he U -a i" -,

snuc with it s origina proposai and wi'-, , .

rt' come a round to nrt pwsi iw . Minotci f-ncess i := W -

made to ease along the negotiation process, but i n the -.n,

these concessions were usually given back by the Svie.,

in tihe case of the iNF iiegotiations cnd M eay. nai

ni tine. , o :,btaining; true and ver i al-7

rediucti,, Ms inr nuc1ear arms without giving away t, much pidi_

" ff.

Sovint Strategies.

As NATO was teaching is dlu tr ack decision-. he

Su0Iviers were beginning to ftotm the hard l int stance they

fe lt necessary t" attain their gui of p -vont iig , M--i

whi ,- maintaining ain !NF t , -t l ,.,,1 w . Ti, it

poustring tojok alternate courses ,f ainnouncing no talks

could be possible if NATO pursued dual track or stting they

wouIS be willing to give up sone ,of their SS-20s in exchange

-i-



to ~jNI' )el 1 iei T!e Ji io 1 i lo triepoi

- fNAI hf 55.55h'l.K any pt 9-1,5 ttt tai-lIe

stance of courSe led to l ittle progres in the f irst ro--unds

of talks.

As the time drew necL. for NIATi- r-t Isgin INFilpohen

the 'Sovietis used -a threatened walkuut as a 6ftrategy to

otblain US conce-ss Loris. T he y ft tn~t ne Yzo (D uo t

-11 ID waA n . r. I g t a 1 '.r:t r-;I -I

as -sri mi ~~~tb~nTua.

"' . 71bssie'.

de-plovrent. which iS re-allIY whait te Svtshoe'--J-

'a 2Comlpl1sh Ib ly thi-e walku threa t 1 36 -4876

-he the Petshir-gjs tii-iied i n --- J- .br I

,zI ets had I i tt is -'huc I 'Te I i tn

fac b ~hr~1i~ thtre talks.' so; tll-y sis T,-,-"

ot Hojwe ve i th e p us hc amro/~ c

ocu1 Wh ilIe NAT(O waniited t u Iri anu t iks- it iii ...

nuc! st Ier pu-sa i, -n -vi i w. )ut the Svet~ . 'Al i

j ust- pas-sed A ma djon) Lest o)f si l ida riaty bypr ea iwii

Th S -j v gaminb 1 e lidd bia 1-:f i erd rind thI it- S. u Fis

cicar y in h-'m tige L Lne p'-* tre gn yt



end ct or p8 4 _1 ,y 1eel _ 1 -e t11-at N ATQ weae pi- esi nT_ a

tflldLE> IdI A I ti I [nveI eI' I 18 I EuVKI- vha~ m_ In,-I

helped their cause was gone, and Ronald Reagan would be

Fresident fo--r four more yeairs. They a-inouriced in D-_enember

that they were willing to resume, the INE ec etln.c

_3et ac; te :;TART and MBFR taiL"S. wriacn- they hatd ic wie

Out r ayea eaiei The 'walk, uot wasteg aC -

war-nings that he woula "t.ke siC su xtcs

should NATO approve I1;r' deplovmenr, 'niz mov_)e Iis -t e tle

tiC e DI 3 v t 'h I Ct 6o 1

was to ty to br-ing the Britisl- and Friiich i~ii *m~

rnmber (-f fillss LI 2 "-he Fr-ei'Jit ArvIO hr d -

Jk11:1 roy"; rrad er IK tlm ot treo me l [ 'W 4'- I-

voei tIu2 i z, K r.- . .

P, e oi 1hv eclla c C: epa bi 1 i I I e ir i Eu E7- -a:

migt r ssrotue- UJS toz maea Jea i o)f tis typto
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INF deployment and NATO would be lficraily cover-ed wi-th

missiles. However. EuroDpe. and t-specially Britain and

Fr-ance . were no'D tL tjo l'ed. ThereraIiyree was n, o

Dfe ithtnc coJuntry or- the US all(-w:i, 'W,~he_ enn nd~

missil~es into' 'the t1i-s . nly.i ar iYi'. 2r

~r~ .§i-±s ~LiK.1L -j..

Us,;tc rei crtS zi .-

also announced that they woJuId cancelI the iri S scf -I~~>

moratorium on SS-20 deploymenti i n Euror, e .Addi i

th'rey would begin depijyiig ditrefre.nt yr fli

Et- ,uerimarny and zenaokiscapable : t lT I 1nj 111:T-

European targets. Again, they wrctr-ying r, II

people oif Europe into forc inrg t~heir- oel nment,. Vnu_ L 1 r

a IelIay 1in the INF deplIoyIIentI11. 711, *O' ,L :

Zuopangoermetsdid n-ot budige and dep i < Ir-,n-

(38:7C,, 86:16).

While thie reic'r' o)f oobre ven-tuozlly h :g

i.~~_ to thc' t>it neg1 tat ,n p u i ne wa: 1n4

uL uA i- rig sofl m nady ta (- t ic(,s . The pt irne example- iznth

Reykjcivik surlimrit. He kr-new Reagan was anxious to complete

basic te-rms fo-r an INE agreement uril inked to- any other-
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enCd :t 54. -a ii- rl~i NA7(-T was Pies .11t,4~

helped thneir cause was go:ne, and Ronald Reagan WOUid be

FPresident r f our miore years . They aiinurced in Decemberhe

that they wer-e willi~ng to resume- the INE eo itln

welIl as the START and MBFR tal'ks . which rThey hao -ai'

o)ul -r a vear ecili 1.1 The wa lk,,ut <Sr-ate-y.~

warn-ings that he w~ould t recessarv s e P-

should NATO approVte IF deployment, t'nii, rmi)ve Jus llidC ~

gin eaietfor Eur p, t L.; -ip t )vt 1....

t~lie Soviet thi eat lU(j0i j7 6-,:r UiJ

One ploy they co~nsistently used tu b~rinig ci(ut -i p

wast- to try to, br ing the British and Freanch msie '

a e iot a t 1o ns. A f ew o f th e ir o ff e is inr 1983 wo-)uld ha

Tnilll I' W- 1we 1: -np hit i s ic totalj- to be Lab)_ut eq Ual.

number of mi ss I iCs the Frei c-h ind Br It ish hcid deplyc

d j we10 t e uch - T l e II o h1  t t ho i t-S I 1.-3 sI S i -e ~ I -VT

if thMSvescud mke: this prpaise sIf Lt

sides would have equal capabi litie-s in Euro-pe. the Eur-)peo-ns

might pressure- the US to make- a dteal of thiis type.



to concessions onl SLI or there would be no deal. He flt ho

co uld, Io lose If Re a ganr a ccernt ed t he dedAI, t he UJSSR -wIouA

;get its SDI concessio, ns. :f i~imagan d1i riot>- he w i hl-i

senas the bad .:)I . boaclv woul ape a

U--~~ I'd.~ a---- a.

BE-. hrev. An)drt;po-v and Cherni-iko K tue tw,_ J -d-

K) j_- enough to an agi, eement on tearmis tiir d-.

t tannounced wi I i ngneSs lict*. somle ei 1

:in nd fromri -,hen o)n the -itV s gdud 1 / Y

tht- US pcus il o n on the- sub i ec t . ,, tiIi e:11 P1L A !A1 C;lI I!.: -

y'ern f 1c'Ct lon i n the US duk i ig the r&a! I f i cit ion it-a r

snuw stoppeI-s andlihe quicki'/ Icomp I itI wi 71J3 wlse.I

few t-(_p ics i n quest ion Ut): A Ur Jut 1 1a 1' c I n

ra Jattr a gu cccz in- thc We.ct tn

v/erif ication. Given the negative rieactions of tnu ovet t

past at tempts (SALT 1,.11) to_ broden the scope ot



ver , 1. i cat i inn. on- 1it inspect ion was thouqt ras zsi.~

i~~, vrea- i- Ie rtwe n ti- s have ch-njc andJ

so has the leadership of the 'Soviet Union.

Other Factors

Soviet Leadership.

The period uver which the INF negC1TIaftIons *i~ia

W In 1 . "1 1 ntvlet 17'~ 1new n

:~~-amajor at fecF o n the p z 'n 1di''

and 3oribach-ev ac et t the ir owni mar. t- C- LI XI i .

ezni--v and Andi cqiav both were halt i lCV .nit

West had rno righ.t to-! deploy anty sie.

Brezhnev was fresh o)ff a period th1-at saw a i"eriiaikabie

Stov.iet buildup -,f rIUClear drIS aChieVilng t- ,eCSt ptarity

Withi the US. He was in a very stlrng posi ic. i

af ford tobe this by ash. He, anid Andr:ipv -afte-ihi

readily mnade proposals that would fa-vor the S5oviets and

le-ave- the West with not)hing. Andro,-pov was not afraid t

.attle- sabe=rs, as he dlid by thl --ning the wailkout and

pr tamis irig furthier deplVJyrents .u n te ia

-hold NATO deploy. He was also;( no:t arraioa to actIi 1,1, ;,:1

outi ot cfll talIks whe-n h is blIu ff ;as cal I i d. An-drcuor: wi

the, last of tie Cold Wiriors to have a -major efft-ct. on !h'

r9



~~~~vn~~~~~~~:~~ l k:i ' btY e' ' C eL I i 7 hr~ C

Z_ ,a j~r 11 -1~U~ aii i h

round of talks under Gorbachev went nowner e. Ho:wever.

G3orhachev was beg inning to be seen as: at iiudern maan, a

pragma ~ t a. im that ma giTi d-ds 1 tct 1Y 1/ lI Ilig

se t I I NF talk s th e f ir St (j an3abacc -S ' i i t

''Th bgnnng :3aac-'' Itcgr s

c u i I-, Z

cc: ioa;:..a;.gr.

system wcnot wo~rkiing. 5laotwould acruai y I ,i

tel i ing the t rut h, own ing up c:u fa 1 1ure s a nd gilun,,tain

I jeeiDMS uliheali d of a- i I ie Le n a n bsuh 1 cl

e: .a t Un~i. The j ur t-v s, c n~-, u r st 1 1 -1t-a 7

wheter or bheycan craa ev n s many gn~-w

piclara,-it difd, hoeehave a seemiingly amputant e

tie !NF negotiat .Iuns.

or ucn bt, a Iig Tle pnc~a rs 1. t 1mac

-ievut ang evei a ncreasiang sums at money t.,: te !.)tw 1ci

mros-t aietr imeital to.. his ecnoicreorms. 7ne ire c wl--

way~~ 1a asur les wa ned m1 ee n17 :t ( scu a

better relataons with his potential enemies, the US and



NATI-. i i i t5 t, *D j , W-:Iv I-1 -9 O T1 tF,~ 7

The cas e (-)- verIf ic at ion st~rns to be directl i -- d

to the new Soviet openn1-ess.F -)i: dec adCes thIie re w as j

i1 any,. InrsiOn by ror, _j't ,ve

GorbDachev was I nsi1s t ing tha t rst - ve---1 1f 1r Io D

~ nc umdin the T-NF treaty , . i y yt:

Soie laeS b e en tog et h e ir- t - frequen ly. 07

t houghn FiA a 1 1 tile mee igs Wer-e te-rrmed u~

pi ov;id ac s -1,1id bas--e oni which tlhez t-wo s a a-S c

toqet e r to booL) i id f1 t.tu I e (-o up er t I ')r-1

T'he NATO Alliance.

There is little duubt that the US woDul, nota L

-is su :Ccezs f ui in neIgotia tions hi d i: .tbe

st r -gth of NA Ti. EveHrt-y I-- i mc the ai 1 1 iance was t-s ead __r Tj

usq at wa be Ij Ic'~ latch UA1 1a -1: Jet:

sni icisco o ver the neutronj boDmb. We -s t Gen 1 ywa

Ia P9 '11 at 11CCe#,p t ing the,- w-a p)i Ii f no Ine el se r on th

co-ntinenrt wo.uld. NoD one else on the continent was ieacdy to--



st~n A ~ ii I lI l' illl. . 1 . Ca ~hl r tei (I 1 uel

I? toc~.K; ;1d.:-I. te 4. Anctr la a ii i ti

could have seriously hurt: thle alliance's chances of

presen t ing a str ong s tand on 114.

Fo -un ly. the county i-i s we , e ale t e oktgeu

Wher. 3ermctny again e:,pressed -,desire Lal no b he

cou~fyde~~yng nis~iec3. B-ritain and Italy, a(re

h sui Li T I i 'lii r L. 1 an lW- 'I-T J

11 Z* UI S1- Lns lt'a i als b- p'Z~~ U A ! i A 1

niegotiationi tr-ack cppe-ased themn and the dual trcrCI

was announced.

Th iec ~gt~jcm in 1 83 when evVnt;i

abu't toe b--gl - Whe=n B r i ta i n t,-)(Dk th e f 1 rs z 3L7

Sovie-ts ann-unced they would walk o-ut of thetO-r- f

i3ermrany accepted the first Pershi ngs. N AT, ~

p a s e a nd he i- 'ni rig (_ o r i iv -d .

T'he NATO coo r e es we r- w i11 i nig to- t -ci-p i Ie 'It h o

othe r too. When talk were no--t go-ing w, 1 1 i Iae 9

thetJ- c W:Asz SoMe thought -as to- whtrher tw Wak IFI ' t.

delsho-uld have been taken. Someit, vie:-wed the UJ[3 cis be-ing

Too stubborn. A trip by Vice President Bush rf-6ulted in the

US -agreeing to accept an inter am agreement on INF totals

9[3



Airi lil- tOc hi Fjri h,7! .iV et !LL in ci ie

this n.-ter-im agr-eelm-ent never occurred, lt ielmlolnitldtd just

ne more instance where the allies were cLi~, tc dk--)k

t~-u~ twards a coinwnr go:al

As previously metirid he Sovietl I~ rr "jn

Iand French missiles into th, talks ia f

71 %-e NA t -- d

I -' -a i d

Ilnres to rii Wo prgrs io te -i - - -- *

c-ame wheri Gorbachev piropo sed Crmoval of, a I i S h, , t -,an 77

)00'-600 milIes) itron Europe. Thi6 decision had

beraring o)n West Ger-many. -as most S'RIN we- ep

The-y u1ihit points in Eastern Euroupe Irorr We'i non

s~jil, and served,. like the LRINF. as a deterrtjir ayuici.t

cjg e-ss i on. The US wcs i n f avor o f the propoisal . ouj~t ri iee

C'hancello;r Kohl 's approval .He did riot hesitat e in

provd iigjust th'ut .arid anoto-ler : .a5 f missi 1,:,-s

Thu i s the f irst set of nuclear arms negoDt icctions _n
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V. Corciusions and Recommendations

Conclusions

Reaching arms control agreements is a complicated

process which takes a lot of talent, a lot of hard work and

sometimes, a little luck. The INF Treaty negotiation

process was no exception. The two sides worked .together

and against each other) for over seven years to reach

formally ratified agreement. The negotiations took p.-:

under one US President and four Soviet tGeneral Secretaries.

It was only under the last one, Mikhail Gorbachev, that a:v'

real progress towards the final treaty was allowed to ocur

For this, Ronald Reagan was lucky. Had another cold waii(or

succeeded Chernenko, there still might not be an iNF Treaty.

The United States achieved many goals through tie

treaty, though riot all of them were intentiondl. The US irid

NATO succeeded in removing the Soviet SS-20 threat from

Europe, a problem they wanted solved since 1977 when S3-1..u

deployment began. They also deployed their own missiles in

Europe in 1983 when negotiations were in a stranglehold:

this was a goal set in 1979 with the dual track decision.

The US also reached an agreement that has the most

comprehensive verification plan ever implemented in nucleat

arms control treaty. After the many criticisms of

verification by NTM alone under the SALT treaties, this
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treaty allows foi little complaint about the vetification

scheme.

Along the way, the US found a new meaning for the term

negotiating from strength". When Ronald Reagan took

office, he promised to build the defense arsenal so that in

future negotiations with the Soviets, he would have the

strength of that arsenal to fll back on. Indeed. once tte

Peishings and GLCMs began arriving in Europe. his piwom;s-

was made good on negotiating from strength on :NF. 3,410-

fears of the Pershing, which could reach targets in the KS;ScR

in minutes, did have an affect on them.

However, strength does not always mean numbers of

weapons in ones arsenal. In the case of the INE

negotiations, strength could be equally defined as the

number of nations on ones side. Time and again, from i?79

until ratification in 1988, the strength of the NATO

alliance allowed NATO to make and carry through on major

decisions. From the dual track decision to support of 2nro

option; from acceptance of Pershings and GLCMs to accepting

the double zero option; NATO and tWe US were solidly in line

each time. E-ery time d major milestone would approach.

doomsayers would predict trouble. The Soviets did ail they

could to dissuade the Europeans from supporting the dual

track and from accepting the missiles. The Soviets were

relatively confident they could drive a major wedge between
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Europe and the US. In a surprise to thrm and many others.

NATO won every time.

The Soviets also achieved some major goals, although

they paid a high price for them. They did muionge to get the

Pershing IIs and GLCMs off European soil. This was a weli-

known goal, set in 1979 when NATO was reaching the dual

Irak decision. However, it is obvious that in 1979. the,

did not envision having to destrcoy all their medirn ,

missiles to reach this goal. Due to the stubLonnirnEsr

Reagai, and the unity of NATO, the Soviets iad no other

options if they wished to be out from under NATs INF.

Two other goals the Soviets did not achieve. Their-

repeated moves to split the US from NATO failed miserably.

They underestimated the strength of the leaaiers and

overestimated the fears of the European citizens. Whene,;er

bully tact-cs were employed, they backfired, giving the

western leaders more power to implement decisions.

The Soviets also did not receive any concessions on

SDI. Not even the offer Gnrbachev made at Reykjavik could

coax Reagan from his hard line stance. This issue is not

finished, however. Between the START talks and the US

Congress, SDI has no easy road in front of it.

The INF Treaty was not a total victory for the US.

however. As leaders change, so do priorities, and Mikhail

Gorbachev apparently has different priorities than his

predecessors. He realizes that if he is to last as leader,
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his primary successes must occur inside the tcveL UF niu.

Regardless of his foreign policy moves, the internal

structure of the USSR is in need of fixing. To accomplish

this, he must ensure his relations with the West are good,

thereby lessening the need for piles and piles of weapons.

if he can divert funds from defense to perestroika, it will

help him remain at the helm of the Soviet Union.

Ad ,al, the US still does face a severe ild-;

I> cnv ention~i fu-ces in Europe, something 1NF depiymen.

was undertaken to counter. While talks are underway to

address this imbaiance, there is no guarantee that they wlil

result in an agreement that aids the US in overcornlng the

problem.

Reconmmendations for Future Study

Arms control is alive and well under President Bush.

Wlile his administration took a full three months to conduct

a comprehensive review of the current status of US foreign

policy, negotiations have resumed, and progress should be

tracked ,aiLd reported. Talks of all types are curently

underway between the US, the Soviet Union and other nations.

Each of these areas of arms control should be worthy of

future study. Of course, it is easy to analyze negotiations

that have concluded, due to the lack of speculation required

as to what strategies are yet to be used or what the terms
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of any agreements might be. With that in mind, though, the

following negotiations are ongoing.

START.

The START negotiations have been in session off and on

since 1984. The overall goal of these talks is to reach an

agreement that will make considerable cuts in the US and

USSR strategic arsenals. The first session under Bush

recently concluded, with no major breakthroughs. The

current ceilings being discussed are 9000 warheads pel- sl,:e

with no more than 1600 launchers (93:32-33) . There are

currently four major points of contention.

As with the INF talks, the US SDI program is a hurdle.

The Soviets want the US an extension to the ABM Treaty -

which would disallow SDI testing in space - before a START

agreement is reached. The Soviets seem a little ,:s

co~icerned about SDI recently, however; they believe that

time and the US Congress may make this problem go away

(107:40-41, 93:35).

There is also disagreement on mobile missiles. The

Soviets currently have SS-24s, with ten warheads, and SS-

25s, with one, deployed. The US has no mobile missiles

deployed. The US would like to see mobile missiles banned

for two ieasons. First, this would save the US a lot of

money and force the Soviets to waste a lot. Also,

verification of any set number of mobile ICBMs would be
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nearly impossible. However, the Soviets are not ready to

give up their- mobile missiles (106:39).

'Tne system the US does not want infringements on is the

cruise missile. The US has the edge in technology and

numbers, and does not want to give up the edge.

Additionally, the US feels that cruise missiles are too hard

to count, since they are easily hidden. Plus., not all

cruise missiles are nuclear and there is no easy way t, t-<

the difference (92:16, 93:35).

Finally, verification is again a problem, but not quite

the same problem. This time, the Soviets are insisting on

more verification than the US. The Soviets want to inspect

far more types of sites, such as manufacturing plants.

Additionally, they would want to inspect submarines armed

with cruise missiles. The US is dead set against this: they

would want any submarine totals taken on faith. The Soviets

are not that trusting (106:38,93:35).

Short RanQe Nuclear Forces (SNF).

Atter the missiles under the INF Treaty ar-e gone, there

will still be many shorter range nuclear weapons in Europe.

In the INF negotiations, when Gorbachev proposed the double

zero, he tried to press the US into accepting a third zero,

which would have eliminated all nuclear weapons in Europe

The US and NATO did not favor a nuclear-free Europe as long

as the Warsaw Pact holds a large advantage in conventional

forces (18;21).
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However. in early 1989, West Germany was uiging

President Bush to negotiate on SNF. Chancellor Kuhl was

receiving much pressure from bis country, based mainly on

the perception that the USSR is not really a threat any

more, so nuclear weapons in Germany are not necessary. The

US and Britain actually wanted to upgrade this capability,

especially the aging Lance missile, which has d range of 75

miles. The US refused to open SNF discussions, and fen;s of

a major rift in NATO again began to rise (65:25, 53:37.

The NATO leaders held a summit in May 1989 to discuss

the problem of SNF and the conventional balance. They

agreed that any upgrades would be deferred. During the

deferral period, the US would continue to negotiate with the

USSR on conventional forces. If a suitable agreement was

reached, then the US would open discussions on possibi SNF

reductions (108:27).

Conventional Forces.

Discussions are in fact ongoing on conventioznai forces.

In December 1988, Gorbachev announced he would unilaterally

cut the Soviet armed forces by ten per cent, or about

5u0,000 troops. Of that number, 50,000 are stationed in

Europe. He would also remove 5000 tanks from Europe in

conjunction with the troop reductions. While western

leaders welcomed the move, they still believe further

disproportionate cuts are necessary to achieve a "balanced ''

Europe (109:17,19).
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President Bush received praise at the May 1090 summit

for his first proposal on ronventornal forces. He has

proposed that both sides reduce troop strength in Europe to

325,000 a piece. This would represent a US cut of 50,000

troops and a Soviet cut of 325,000. While no definitive

agreement has been reached, the initial Soviet was positive

(i08:26). This offer is still on the table, and this set of

talks could be the most interesting to wtch over the ne>t

year, as Europeans are interested in lowering the amount of

troops on their soil.

All of these areas are subject to change, of course.

and should be watched closely. The climate between the

superpowers has definitely warmed up, in part because of the

way in which they were able to negotiate and agree on the

treaty to eliminate medium range missiles from the world. A

May 1989 New York Times/CBS poll found that only 26 per cent

of those polled felt that the Soviets posed an immediate

military threat to the US (83:16). In a recent speech.

President Bush said he would "seek the integration of the

Soviet Union into the community of nations" (83:17). In

these days of ever closer relations between the United

States and the Soviet Union, it seems that anything is

possible. The Cold War, for the tame being, is over.
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This study performs detailed analysis of the Inter-
mediate Range Nuclear Forces (INF) negotiations and treaty
and compares them with those of the two Strategic Arms

Limitations Talks (SALT) . The study's objectives were:
describe SALT and INF negotiations and the contents of
the treaties; analyze US and Soviet goals and strategies
during the INF negotiations; determine which goals were
or were not attained by both sides, and ascertain reasons

for this; and delineate arms control progress and pros-
pects since INF Treaty ratification.

The study found that the two SALT treaties did impose
ceilings in certain areas of strategic weapons but did not
curtail the arms race. Treaty verification methods were
criticized as being lax.

The INF Treaty eliminates both countries' medium
range missiles, a total of over 2600 missiles. Redeploy-

ment is forbidden forever. For the first time, on-site
inspections of missile bases and related facilities will
occur to ensure compliance.

The US achieved the major goal of ridding Europe of
the Soviet SS-20 missile. It had to deploy missiles of

its own to make the USSR realize the seriousness of its
resolve. The US had total support from NATO in achieving
this goal. However, with INF gone, the European con-
ventional forces imbalance looms larger, and the West is
fighting to obtain asymmetric conventional cuts. The
Soviets achieved their goal of ridding Europe of US
missiles. However, it paid the price of destroying all
its medium range missiles, something it never originally
planned to do. Mikhail Gorbachev made this sacrifice to

promote needed peace with the West. His priority of
internal reform means he needs to be able to divert
resources form defense.

Other areas of arms control are in transition.
Further study of arms control could focus on stratpgic
forces, short range nuclear forces or conventional forces

negotiations.
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